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INTRODUCTION. 


THE present volume contains one of the earliest of the 
Apologies made to the Roman Emperors on behalf of the 
Christians, that, namely, which was said to have been presented 
to the Emperor Hadrian by an Athenian philosopher of the 
name of Aristides. Our information concerning this Apology has 
hitherto been of the scantiest kind, depending chiefly upon certain — 
allusions of Eusebius in his Leclesiastical History and in his 
Chronicon ; as Eusebius did not, however, preserve any extracts 
from the book and presents only a most obscure figure in a 
philosopher’s garb as its author, while subsequent writers have 
added little or nothing to what they found in Eusebius, it must 
be admitted that our ideas as to the character and scope of one 
of the earliest apologetic treatises on Christianity were about as 
vague as it was possible for them to be. It is true that there was 
a suspicion abroad which came from Jerome that the lost work 
of Aristides had been imitated by Justin in his Apology, and 
Jerome had also ventured the opinion that the Apology was 
woven out of materials derived from the philosophers: but it 
was almost impossible to put any faith in Jerome’s statements, 
which are usually mere editorial expansions and colourings of 
what he found in the pages of Eusebius. Not that there was any 
ἃ priori improbability in the opinion that one Christian Apologist 
had imitated another, for almost all the Apologies that are known 
to us are painfully alike, and it would not be difficult to maintain 
of any two of them selected at random that one of them had 
borrowed from or imitated the other. The difficulty lay in the 
want of literary faith in statements made by Jerome ; but even if 
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this confidence had not been wanting, we should not have been 
very much the wiser. 

In the case of a companion Apology to that of Aristides, 
we were more happily placed for forming an opinion; since 
Eusebius not only describes an Apology presented to the Emperor 
Hadrian by a certain Quadratus, at the time of one of the imperial 
visits to Athens, but gives us also some striking and powerful 
sentences, just enough to convince one that the document was 
marked by argumentative force and spiritual insight, and could 
not have been a mere conventional tirade against paganism. 
Until recent times, then, all that could be said on the subject 
of these lost Apologies was that we had Eusebian tradition for 
their existence, Eusebian authority for their date, and a Eusebian 
extract from one of them as a specimen of sub-apostolic defence, 
a mere brick from a vanished house. 

The mist, however, lifted some time ago, when the learned 
Armenians of the Lazarist monastery at Venice added to the 
obligations under which they have so often laid the scholarly and 
Christian world, by publishing an Armenian translation of the 
opening chapters of the lost Apology of Aristides ; and although 
their document was received in some quarters’ with incredulity, 
it will be seen, by what we have presently to bring forward, that 
the fragment which they printed was rightly entitled, and that 
they had at least made the way for a satisfactory conception of 


1 Especially by M. Renan, who in his Origines de Christianisme, vol. v1. p. Vi., 
says: ‘Le présent volume était imprimé quand j’ai eu connaissance d’une 
publication des mékhitaristes de Venise contenant en Arménien, avec traduction 
Latine, deux morceaux, dont l’un serait l’Apologie adressée par Aristide ἃ Adrien. 
L’authenticité de cette piéce ne soutient pas l’examen. C’est une composition 
plate, qui répondrait bien mal ἃ ce que Euscbe et S. Jérome disent du talent 
de V’auteur et surtout ἃ cette particularité que lVouvrage était contextum philoso- 
phorum sententiis, L’écrit Arménien ne présente pas une seule citation d’auteur 
profane. la théologie qu’on y trouve, en ce qui concerne la Trinité, ’incarnation, 
la qualité de mére de Dieu attribuée ἃ Marie, est postérieure au tv°® siécle. 
L’érudition historique ou plutét mythologique est aussi bien indigne d’un écrivain 
du u® siécle. Le second ‘sermon’ publié par les mékhitaristes a encore moins 
de droit ἃ étre attribué au philosophe Chrétien d’Athénes: le manuscrit porte 
Aristaeus: ¢c’est une homélie insignificable sur le bon larron.” 

M. Renan was rightly opposed in this sweeping negation of authenticity by 
Doulcet, who pointed out relations between Aristides and the Zimaeus as a 
justification of the philosophical character of the work. Unfortunately Doulcet 
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the dogmatics which underlay the apologetics. This was a great 
gain. Moreover their published fragment shewed traces of an 
interesting originality of method in the classification of the 
religious beliefs of the time. 

Our contribution to the subject consists of a Syriac translation 
of the whole, or substantially the whole, of the missing Apology. 
We were so happy as to discover this text in a volume of Syriac 
extracts preserved in the library of the convent of St Catharine, 
upon Mount Sinai, during a delightful visit which we paid to 
those majestic solitudes and silences in the spring of 1889. Our 
copy has suffered somewhat im the course of time from suc- 
cessive transcriptions, and needs occasionally the hand of the 
eritical corrector. The language and thought of the writer are, 
however, so simple and straightforward that the limits of error are 
much narrower than they would be in a document where the struc- 
ture was more highly complicated; the unintelligible sentences 
which accumulate in a translation so much more rapidly than 
in the copying of an original document, are almost entirely 
absent. In fact the writer is more of a child than a philosopher, 
a child well-tramed in creed and well-practised in ethics, rather 
than either a dogmatist defending a new system or an iconoclast 
destroying an old one: but this simplicity of treatment, so far 
from being a weakness, adds often greatly to the natural im- 
pressiveness of the subject and gives the work a place by the 
side of the best Christian writing of his age. But, before going 
further, it will be best to describe a little more closely the volume 
from which our text is taken. 


Description of the MS. 


The MS. from which we have copied is numbered 16 amongst 
the Syriac MSS. of the Sinaitic convent. The MS. may be 


went too far, by trying to identify Aristides with the author of the Epistle to 
Diognetus. ; 
Harnack (Theol. LZ. 1879, no. 16, col. 375 f.) was very favourable to the 
genuineness of the fragment, and made some excellent points in its defence. 
M. Renan will now have the opportunity of verifying for himself that the term 
Theotokos, to which he objected so strongly as savouring of the fourth century, is 
not in the Syriac text. 
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referred to the 7th century, and is written in two columns to 

the page. The book is made up of a number of separate treatises 

and extracts, almost all of which are ethical in character. Thus 

on fol. 1 ὃ we have 

Maids (9 odin dma DAN Assy τόδιιλςσ ὃν 
rAstacl 

or, the history of the Lives of the Fathers, translated from Greek 

into Syriac. 

On fol. 2b 
churn analss am pisces Ass 


Apparently we have here the Liber Paradisi or Lives of 
the Holy Fathers of the Desert, of which many copies exist 
in Greek, though it may be doubted whether there is any critical 
edition. Some portions of this Syriac version were published at 
Upsala by Tullberg and his disciples, in 1851, from MSS. in the 
Vatican and in the British Museum. In our MS. the current 
heading of the pages is 

τό τοπ estan dusrh 


or, History of the Egyptian Hermits. 
After fol. 86 6 two leaves appear to have been cut away. 
Fol. 87 b bears the heading 
Rots. wal τάσχοποπ 
Of the holy Nilus the Solitary. 
At the foot of fol. 93a begins the Apology of Aristides. 

On fol. 105 a begins 

ar πο διωοπ woo As waathlaar tam 
mas: 

or, A discourse of Plutarch on the subject of a man’s being 
assisted by his enemy. 

At the foot of fol. 112 a 

matllaar oles zion das οἷδιπ <wass 

or, A second discourse of the same Plutarch περὶ ἀσκήσεως. 

Apparently this is the tract published by Lagarde in his Ana- 
lecta, pp. 177—186, and translated by Gildemeister and Biicheler, 
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On fol. 121b  watXduar <tc 
A discourse of Pythagoras, 
probably the same as is published in Lagarde’s Analecta, pp. 195 
—201. 
On fol. 1260 τόδισα Ass waat\laan τ τσ 


A discourse of Plutarch, on Anger, for which see Lagarde, 
Analecta Syriaca, pp. 186—195. 
On fol. 152 
λον wha An AS warsals τ τέ sok 
A discourse of Lucius (Lucianus), that we should not receive 
slander against our friends : περὶ τοῦ μὴ ῥᾳδίως πιστεύειν διαβολῇ. 
Apparently the same as is given in Sachau, [nedita, pp. 1—16. 
On fol. 1404 


πάσχον δὲ Sdamlial saws τό ἰἸϑοσέξ sah 
A discourse made by a philosopher, De Anima: 
probably the same as is given in Sachau, [nedita, as Philosophorum 
de anima sententiae. 


On fol. 143 4 
WARK GUA duds whaawmla Sachs Kralan 


or, the Counsel of Theano, a female philosopher of the school 
of Pythagoras: see Sachau, Inedita, pp. 70—75, as Theano: 
Sententiae *. 
On fol. 1456 a collection of Sayings of the Philosophers, 
beginning with 
tow cua» ~ alla, (Plato the Wise said). 
On fol. 1516 
etal mass dimaos Sarada Sams Mim 
rasal, auXach hal moss pws 
_ A first discourse in explanation of Ecclesiastes, made by Mar 
John the Solitary for the blessed Theognis. See Wright’s Cat. of 
the Syr. MSS. in the Brit. Mus. p. 996. ; 


1 See Wright’s Catalogue, p. 1160. The general contents of this MS. (Brit. 
Mus. 987) should be compared with those of the MS. here described: it contains 
e.g. the Apology of Melito and the Hypomnemata of Ambrose, and various 
Philosophical treatises, 
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And from fol. 214 ὦ onward the volume is occupied with 
translations from the Homilies of Chrysostom on Matthew. 

The above description will shew something of the value of the 
MS. Τὺ will also suggest that it was the ethical character of the 
Apology of Aristides that secured its incorporation with the 
volume. Let us now pass on to discuss the effect which this 
recovered document has upon our estimate of the Eusebiar 
statements concerning the earliest Church Apologists. 


Aristides and Eusebius. 


According to the Chronicon of Eusebius we have the following ἡ 
date for the Apologies of Quadratus and Aristides : 


1. The Armenian version of the Chronicon gives under the 
year 124 A.D. as follows: 
Ol. A. Abr. Imp. Rom. 

“226 2140 8° , Adrianus Eleusinarum rerum gnarus 
fuit multaque (dona) Atheniensium 
largitus est. 

‘ Romanorum ecclesiae episcopatum 
excepit septimus Telesphorus an- 
nis XI. 


Codratus apostolorum auditor et Aristides nostri dogmatis 
(nostrae rei) philosophus Atheniensis Adriano  supplicationes 
dedere apologeticas (apologiae, responsionis) ob mandatum. 
Acceperat tamen et a Serennio (s. Serenno) splendido praeside 
(iudice) scriptum de Christianis, quod nempe iniquum sit occidere 
eos solo rumore sine inquisitione, neque ulla accusatione. Sceribit 
Armonicus Fundius (Phundius) proconsuli Asianorum ut sine ullo 
damno et incusatione non damnarentur; et exemplar edicti eius 
hucusque circumfertur. 

One of the Armenian MSS. (Cod. N) transfers this notice 
about the Apologists to the following year, and it is believed 
that this represents more exactly the time of Hadrian’s first 
visit to Athens (125—126 a.D.). With this agrees the dating 
of the Latin version of Jerome. We may say then that it is 
the intention of Eusebius to refer the presentation of both these 
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Apologies to the time when Hadrian was spending his first winter 
in Athens; and to make them the reason for the Imperial rescript 
to Minucius Fundanus which we find attached to the first Apology 
of Justin Martyr. And since Minucius Fundanus and his pre- 
decessor Granianus were consuls suffect in the years 106 and 
107, it is not unreasonable to suppose that they held the Asian 
pro-consulate in the years A.D. 123 and 124, or 124 and 125. If 
then Aristides and Quadratus presented apologies to Hadrian, it is 
reasonable to connect these Apologies with his first Athenian 
winter and not with the second (A.D. 129—130). 

But here we begin to meet with difficulties; for, in the first 
place, much doubt has been thrown on the genuineness of the 
rescript of the emperor to Minucius Fundanus; in the second 
place there is a suspicious resemblance between Quadratus the 
Apologist and another Quadratus who was bishop of Athens in the 
reign of Antoninus Pius, succeeding to Publius whom Jerome 
affirms to have been martyred; and in the third place our 
newly-recovered document cannot by any possibility be referred 
to the period suggested. by Eusebius, and there is only the barest 
possibility of its having been presented to the Emperor Hadrian 
at all. Let us examine this last point carefully, in order to answer, 
as far as our means will permit, the question as to the time of 
presentation of the Apology of Aristides and the person or persons 
to whom it was addressed. 

The Armenian fragment is headed as follows: 


To the Emperor Hadrian Caesar, from Aristides, philosopher 
of Athens. 


There is nothing, at first sight, to lead us to believe that this 
is the original heading; such a summary merely reflects the 
Kusebian tradition and might be immediately derived from it. 

When we turn to the Syriac Version, we find a somewhat 
similar preface, to the following effect. 


Apology made by Aristides the Philosopher before Hadrianus 
the King, concerning the worship of Almighty God. 


But this, which seems to be a mere literary heading, proper, 
shall we say, for one out of a collection of apologies, is immediately 
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followed by another introduction which cannot be anything else 
than a part of the primitive apology. It runs as follows: 

...Caesar Titus Hadrianus Antoninus, Worshipful and Clement, 
from Marcianus Aristides, philosopher of Athens. 


The additional information which we derive from this sentence 
is a sufficient guarantee of its genuineness; we have the first 
name of the philosopher given, as Marcianus; and we have the 
name of the emperor addressed given at length. ‘To our astonish- 
ment this is not Hadrian, but his successor Antoninus Pius, who 
bears the name of Hadrian by adoption from Publius Aelius 
Hadrianus. Unless therefore we can shew that there is an error 
or a deficiency in the opening sentence of the Apology we shall 
be obliged to refer it to the time of the emperor Antoninus Pius, 
and to say that Eusebius has made a mistake in reading the title 
of the Apology, or has followed some one who had made the 
mistake before him. And it seems tolerably clear that if an 
error exist at all in such a precise statement as ours, it must be 
of the nature of an omission. Let us see what can be urged in 
favour of this theory. We will imagine that the original title 
contained the names both of Hadrian and of Antoninus Pius, 
his adviser and companion, much in the same way as Justin opens 
his first Apology with the words, “to the Emperor Titus Aelius 
Hadrianus Antoninus Pius Augustus Caesar and to his son Veris- 
simus the Philosopher, and to Lucius the Philosopher, natural son 
of Caesar and adopted son of Pius....1 Justin...have written the 
following appeal and supplication.” In support of this theory we 
might urge the apparent dislocation of the opening sentence of 
our Apology. The Syriac version is clearly wrong in its punctua- 


tion, for example, since it transfers the expression Aa imager’ 


(Almighty) to Caesar, by placing a colon after the word πώς τό 
(God). This is clearly impossible, for that the writer did not 
attempt to translate, say, αὐτοκράτωρ as if it were παντοκράτωρ 
will be evident from his correct use of the Divine attribute later 
on in his work. But even if the translator had been guilty of 
such a mistake, the case would not have been bettered, because 
Antonine would now have been styled Emperor as well as Caesar. 
But let us imagine if we please that the term Caesar or 
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Emperor Caesar belongs to a previous name which has dropped 
out and supply the connective necessary, so as to read, “To the 
Emperor Aelius Hadrianus Augustus Caesar and to Titus Hadria- 
nus Antoninus.” In support of this we may urge that the 
adjectives which follow are marked in the Syriac with the sign 
of the plural, as if the writer imagined himself to be addressing 
more persons than one. Supposing then that this is the case 
we should still have to face the question as to the name given 
to Antonine; if he is called Hadrian, this must mean that the 
Apology is presented at some time subsequent to his adoption, 
which is generally understood to have taken place in the year 
A.D. 138, only a little while before Hadrian’s death. So that in 
any case we should be prohibited by our document from dating 
the Apology in question either in the first visit of Hadrian to 
Athens or in the second visit, and we should only have the 
barest possibility that it was presented to Hadrian at all. It 
would have, so to speak, to be read to him on his death-bed at 
Baiae. Seeing then the extreme difficulty of maintaining the 
Hadrianic or Eusebian hypothesis, we are driven to refer the 
Apology to the reign of Antoninus Pius, and to affirm that 
Kusebius made a mistake in reading or quoting the title of the 
book, in which mistake he has been followed by a host of other 
and later writers. If he followed a text which had the heading as 
in the Syriac, he has misunderstood the person spoken of as Hadrian 
the king; and if on the other hand he takes the opening sentences 
as his guide, he has made a superficial reference, which a closer 
reading would have corrected. All that is necessary to make the 
Syriac MS. intelligible is the introduction of a simple prepositional 
prefix before the imperial name, and the deletion of the ribbui 
points in the adjectives. 

Nor is this all; for there can be no doubt that the two 
adjectives in question (τά συ ῖϑοα rsa, 0) are intended to 
represent two of the final titles of Antoninus: w ὯΝ ὦ standing 


for the Greek Σεβαστός, which again is the equivalent of the 
Latin Augustus; and ?@xsastsn being the equivalent of the 
title Piws which the Roman Senate gave to Antoninus shortly 
after his accession and which the Greeks render by εὐσεβής. 
And it is precisely in this order that the titles are usually found, 
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viz. Augustus Pius, which the Syriac has treated as adjectives, 
and connected by a conjunction. Moreover this translation of 
εὐσεβής on the part of the Syriac interpreter shews that the 
meaning of the title is ‘clement’ or ‘compassionate,’ rather than 
that of mere filial duty, which agrees with what we find in a 
letter of Marcus Aurelius to Faustina; “haec (clementia) patrem 
tuum imprimis Pi nomine ornavit’.” 

Now how will this conclusion react upon the companion 
Apology of Quadratus? We could, no doubt, maintain that 
it leaves the question where it found it. The mistake made 
by Eusebius need not have been a double error, and the correct 
reference to Hadrian for Quadratus’s Apology would have furnished 
a starting-point for the incorrect reasoning with regard to Aristides. 
On this supposition we should simply erase the reference to Aristides 
from Eusebius and his imitators. 

But there is one difficulty to be faced, and that is the fact 
that we were in confusion over Quadratus before we reached any 
conclusion about Aristides. And our investigation has not helped 
to any elucidation of the confusion. Read for example the language 
in which Eusebius (i. 40. Iv. 3) describes the presentation of the 
Apology, 

Αἴλιος ᾿Αδριανὸς διαδέχεται τὴν ἡγεμονίαν" τούτῳ Kodpartos 
λόγον προσφωνήσας ἀναδίδωσιν, ἀπολογίαν συντάξας ὑπὲρ τῆς 
καθ᾽ ἡμᾶς θεοσεβείας" 
and compare it with the Greek of the Chronicon as preserved by 
Syncellus, 

Kodparos ὁ ἱερὸς τῶν ἀποστόλων ἀκουστὴς Αἰλίῳ ᾿Αδριανῷ TO 
αὐτοκράτορι λόγους ἀπολογίας ὑπὲρ Χριστιανῶν ἔδωκεν᾽ 
and we naturally suspect with Harnack’ that the title must have 
been something like the following, 

λόγος ἀπολογίας ὑπὲρ τῆς TOV Χριστιανῶν θεοσεβείας, 
and we are confirmed in this belief by finding that the Aristides 
Apology was also headed 
ἀπολογία ὑπὲρ τῆς θεοσεβείας" 
at least its literary heading must have been very like this. 
1 Quoted by Eckhel, Doctrina vii. Pt. 11. p. 36. This would seem to resolve the 
perplexity of Spartianus as to the origin of the name. 


2 Die griechischen Apologeten p.101. Ineed not say how much I am indebted to 
Harnack’s investigations. It will be apparent throughout these pages. 
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May we not also infer that the opening sentences of the 
Quadratus-Apology must have contained the dedication Adi 
“Αδριανῷ which we find suggested above? But when we have 
made these suppositions the similarity between the two apologies 
in the titles is very great, for Aelius Hadrianus is also a part 
of the adopted name of the emperor Antoninus. 

And let us look at the matter from another poimt of view. 
One of our early sources of information about Quadratus, the 
bishop of Athens, is found in a passage of a letter of Dionysius 
of Corinth preserved by Eusebius, and certainly Dionysius of 
Corinth ought to be good authority for Athenian religious history 
of the time immediately preceding his own. Eusebius does not 
actually quote the letter which Dionysius wrote to the church at 
Athens, but he tells us its scope and makes it easy to divine 
its contents: his language is as follows: 

ἡ δὲ (ἐπιστολὴ) πρὸς ᾿Αθηναίους διεγερτικὴ πίστεως καὶ τῆς 
κατὰ τὸ εὐαγγέλιον πολιτείας" ἧς ὀλιγωρήσαντας ἐλέγχει, ὡς ἂν 
μικροῦ δεῖν ἀποστάντας τοῦ λόγου, ἐξ οὗπερ τὸν προεστῶτα αὐτῶν 
Πούπλιον μαρτυρῆσαι κατὰ τοὺς τότε συνέβη διωγμούς. Kodparou 
δὲ μετὰ τὸν μαρτυρήσαντα Πούπλιον καταστάντος αὐτῶν ἐπισκό- 
που μέμνηται" ἐπιμαρτυρῶν, ὡς ἂν διὰ τῆς αὐτοῦ σπουδῆς ἐπι- 
συναχθέντων, καὶ τῆς πίστεως ἀναζωπύρησιν εἰληχότων. 

From this it would naturally be inferred that the Quadratus 
mentioned in the letter was a contemporary of Dionysius of 
Corinth ; for the latter writes to the Athenians at once convicting 
them of slackness in the faith, and congratulating them on their 
happy revival under the ministration of Quadratus. And since 
Dionysius writes letters also to Soter, the bishop of Rome, who 
belongs to the early years of Marcus Aurelius, we should probably 
say that Quadratus was not very much earlier than this, which 
would place him in the reign of Antoninus Pius. And the 
persecution at Athens which ended in the martyrdom of Publius 
must therefore fall in the same reign. Now Jerome (de Vurr. ill. 
§ 19) identifies this Quadratus, the bishop of Athens, with the 
Apologist’, and consequently pushes back the persecution into the 


1 «‘Quadratus apostolorum discipulus, Publio Athenarum episcopo ob Christi 
fidem martyrio coronato, in locum eius substituitur et ecclesiam grandi terrore 
dispersam fide et industria sua congregat. Cumque Hadrianus Athenis exegisset 
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reign of Hadrian. We do not indeed attach any especial weight 
to Jerome’s statement as to the time of the persecution, which is 
simply a combination made up out of passages from Eusebius 
concerning Quadratus and Dionysius with slight amplifications. 
He can hardly be right in placing the persecution under the reign 
of Hadrian, for, as Lightfoot points out’, Eusebius, from whom 
he draws his facts, knows nothing about it: moreover we have 
information from Melito® that Antoninus Pius did actually write 
to Athens to suppress a persecution of the Christians. But, on 
the other hand, may he not be right after all in his identification 
of the bishop Quadratus with the Apologist, and do not the 
circumstances of the persecution suggested by Melito and testified 
to by Dionysius exactly suit the presentation of the Apology to 
the emperor ? 

While then we would readily admit that, as long as the 
Apology of Aristides was held to belong to the time of an 
Athenian visit of Hadrian, the Apology of Quadratus naturally 
remained with it, yet on the other hand when the Hadrian 
hypothesis is untenable for Aristides, will not the Quadratus- 
bishop and Quadratus-apologist naturally run together, and be 
one and the same person? Or is there anything to prevent the 
identification? The words ‘apostolorum discipulus,’ used by 
Jerome, and the corresponding words of Eusebius, ἀποστόλων 
ἀκουστής, can hardly be held to militate seriously against this 
hypothesis, for they are evident deductions from the passage which 
Eusebius quotes from the Apology of Quadratus about the sick 
people healed by the Lord, ‘some of whom continued down to our 
times. Jerome says boldly that Quadratus had seen very many 
of the subjects of our Lord’s miracles; which is in any case a gross 
exaggeration. But if such persons, either many or few, had really 
lived into the age of Quadratus, it would be very difficult to place 


hiemem, invisens Eleusinam, et omnibus paene Graeciae sacris initiatus dedisset 
occasionem his, qui Christianos oderant, absque praecepto imperatoris vexare 
credentes, porrexit ei librum &c.” 

1 Lightfoot, Ignatius, ed. 11. 1, 541, 

2 Kuseb. H. 1). tv. 26, ex apologia Melitonis, ὁ δὲ πατήρ σου καὶ σοῦ τὰ σύμπαντα 
διοικοῦντος αὐτῷ, ταῖς πόλεσι περὶ τοῦ μηδὲν νεωτερίζειν περὶ ἡμῶν ἔγραψεν " ἐν οἷς καὶ 
πρὸς Λαρισσαίους καὶ πρὸς Θεσσαλονικεῖς καὶ ᾿Αθηναίους καὶ πρὸς πάντας “Ἕλληνας. This 
certainly looks like an outbreak of persecution in Greece. 
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the Apologist in the reign of Antoninus Pius. Unless, therefore, 
it can be maintained that the language quoted by Eusebius from 
Quadratus is an exaggeration or a misunderstanding we can 
hardly identify the bishop with the apologist. This is the furthest 
poimt to which the evidence carries the argument. 

And now let us return to Aristides and see whether we can 
determine anything further concerning the time and manner of 
presentation of the Apology. 

And first of all we may say that the simplicity of the style 
of the Apology is in favour of an early date. The religious ideas 
and practices are of an antique cast. The ethics shew a remarkable 
continuity with Jewish ethics: the care for the stranger and the 
friendless, the burial of the dead and the like, are given as 
characteristic virtues both of Judaism and of Christianity. Indeed 
we may say that one of the surprismg things about the Apology 
is the friendly tone in which the Jews are spoken of: one certainly 
would not suspect that the chasm between the Church and the 
Synagogue had become as practically impassable as we find it in 
the middle of the second century. There is no sign of the hostile 
tone which we find towards the Jews in the martyrdom of Polycarp, 
and nothing like the severity of contempt which we find in the 
Epistle to Diognetus. If the Church is not in the writer’s time 
any longer under the wing of the Synagogue, it has apparently 
no objection to taking the Synagogue occasionally under its own 
wing. 

Such a consideration seems to be a mark of antiquity, and one 
would, therefore, prefer to believe, if it were possible, that the 
Apology was earlier than the Jewish revolt under Bar-Cochab. 
But since we have shewn that view to be untenable (and yet how 
attractive if we could place Aristides in the second visit of Hadrian 
to Athens, and Quadratus in the first!) we must content ourselves 
with seeking as early a date as is consistent with the super- 
scriptions. 

Another point that seems ancient about our Apology is that 
it contains traces, and very interesting traces, of the use of 
a creed, very similar to the Apostolic Symbol, but involving 
certain notable points of difference. We shail discuss the question 
more at length by and by; but at present it will be interesting 
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to notice, especially in view of the obviously friendly attitude of 
the writer towards the Jews, that his creed contained a clause to 
the effect that 


‘He was crucified by the Jews,’ 


perhaps without the clause that was current in later times, ‘under 
Pontius Pilate.’ Now I am aware that there are some persons 
to whom this will seem an argument for a later date; for example 
M. Renan, Origines Vi. Ὁ. 277, says: “les Chrétiens commengaient 
& faire retomber sur l’ensemble de la nation juive un reproche 
que strement ni Pierre ni Jacques ni l’auteur de l’Apocalypse 
ne songeaient ἃ lui adresser, celui d’avoir crucifié Jésus.” It 
would be interesting however to compare this statement of 
M. Renan with the language of Peter in Acts 1. 36, “Whom ye 
crucified ;” of James in Ep. v. 6, “ye murdered the Just;” or 
with the writer of the Apocalypse where he describes Jerusalem 
as the spiritual Sodom and Egypt, “where also our Lord was 
crucified.” 

The very same charge is made by Justin in his dialogue with 
Trypho’, who uses language very similar to that of the Epistle of 
James, and in discussing the miseries which have befallen the 
Jewish race, says pointedly “Fairly and justly have these things 
come upon you; for Ye slew the Just One.” Why should we 
assume such a sentiment to be a mark of late date ? 

These references do not, however, suggest that the sentence 
in question was in the Creed. To prove that, we should have to 
go much farther afield, for the known forms of early creeds do 
not seem to contain it: if, however, we were to examine the 
Apocryphal Christian Literature of the early centuries, we should, 
no doubt, find many traces of the lost sentence. For example, it 
comes over and over in the Apocryphal Acts of John, a Gnostic 
document which Wright edited and translated from the Syriac. 
Here we find the sentence frequently in the very connexion which 
it would have with other Christian dogmatic statements if it had 
been incorporated with some actual form of the Symbol of Faith. 
When we find that these Acts give us as the staple of Apostolic 
teaching that 


1 Dial, 16. 
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“The Jews crucified Him on the tree, 
And He died 
And rose after three days, 
And He is God, 
And He ascended to Heaven 
And is at the right hand of His Father” 


we must admit that the sequence of ideas, and probably the very 
words, are from a Creed. 
The same thing is true when we find the Apostle speaking, 
and saying 
“Tn the name of Jesus the Messiah, God, 

Whom the Jews crucified and killed in Jerusalem; 

And He died and was buried 

And rose after three days: 

And lo! He is above in Heaven 

At the right hand of His Father.” 


At all events we may maintain that there is evidence for the 
diffusion of the Creed in early times under a slightly different 
form to that generally received, and if so, we may call it a mark © 
of antiquity to have the Apology of Aristides expressing itself to 
that effect; for certamly no such sentence in the generally re- 
ceived Creed existed in later times, however widely the sentiment 
against the Jews may have been diffused. 

It is interesting also to compare the custom of the early Chris- 
tians in the matter of fasting, that they might relieve by their 
self-denial the necessities of the poor. This is precisely what we 
find described so fully in the Similitudes of Hermas (Sim. v. 
3), where the directions are given that on the day when we fast 
we are ourselves to eat only bread and water, and calculate the 
amount saved thereby and bestow it on the poor. Now very many 
of the later fathers teach the same doctrine, that fasting and alms 
are conjoined in duty and merit, and that it is proper, under cer- 
tain circumstances, for the church to call for such an expression of 
religion. But what makes for the antiquity of the Apology is that 
the whole church fasts, not merely one day, but two or three days, 
and that not by direction or rule, but because they are poor and 
have no other way of meeting the needs of those who are poorer 
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than themselves. It is a spontaneous, rather than a commanded 
charity, dictated at once by love and necessity. Can such a prac- 
tice in such a form be other than early? But if the Apology is 
early in its doctrines and practices, where shall we place it? Must 
it not be at least as early as the first years of the reign of Antoninus 
Pius? 

But here we are in difficulty again, for, if we assume that the 
Apology was presented to Antoninus Pius in person, we have no 
satisfactory evidence that Antoninus was ever in the East, or in 
Greece after his accession, and even the suspicions as to an Eastern 
visit belong to a later period of his reign, say A.D. 154. Did 
Aristides present the Apology at Rome or elsewhere? May we 
infer from his calling himself Marcianus Aristides, Philosopher of 
Athens, that he was in some city not his own natural dwelling- 
place? For that he came from Athens is deducible not only from 
his own statement but also from the fact to which we have 
already alluded that Antoninus wrote to Athens to suppress a 
persecution of the Christians. But this almost implies that 
Antoninus was not in Athens when he received the Apology, or 
where would be the need of writing a letter at all? He must 
have been out of Greece. 

Only two solutions seem to present themselves, (i) that Aristides 
journeyed to Rome to present his apology; (11) that Antoninus 
made some unrecorded visit to the East. 

Now with regard to the second of these suppositions there is 
reason, outside of our argument and its necessities, to believe that | 
some such visit must have taken place, and that Antoninus held 
court at Smyrna, some time after his accession to the throne. 

In the celebrated letter of Irenaeus to Florinus (written pro- 
bably later than A.D. 189) the writer speaks of having seen Florinus 
when he lived in lower Asia with Polycarp, when he was at the 
royal court, and rising in esteem there; he, Irenaeus, being at that 
time a boy. Now this seems to imply some kind of royal residence 
at Smyrna; but it has always been difficult to determine what is 
meant by such a royal residence. The problem is discussed by 
Lightfoot in his Zgnatius (ed. 11. vol. 1. p. 449). It cannot be 
Hadrian’s visit in A.D. 129, which would be too early; and Light- 
foot thinks that although there is some reason for believing 
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Antoninus Pius to have been in Syria, and presumably also in Asia 
Minor, somewhere about A.D. 154, 155, this date is too late, on 
account of the mention of Polycarp. Accordingly Lightfoot frames, 
with some hesitation, the following hypothesis: “ About the year 
136 T. Aurelius Fulvus was proconsul of Asia. Within two or 
three years of his proconsulate he was raised to the imperial throne, 
and is known as Antoninus Pius. Even during his proconsulate 
omens marked him as the future occupant of the imperial throne. 
...Florinus may have belonged to his suite, and Irenaeus in after 
years might well call the proconsul’s retinue the ‘royal Court’ 
by anticipation, especially if Florinus accompanied him to 
Rome, &c.” 

This ingenious hypothesis only fails to meet our requirement 
on one point, viz. that the name given to Antoninus in the Apology 
is the name given him after adoption, and so is subsequent to 
Feb. 25, A.D. 138. 

But suppose we imagine a visit of Antoninus to Asia Minor 
some years later than this, we could find then some support for 
the theory that Aristides presented his Apology to the Emperor at 
Smyrna. 

For we might say that the name of Marcianus is a conspicuous 
one in the Church at Smyrna. When the Church of the Smyrnaeans 
wrote for the Church of Philomelium the account of the martyrdom 
of Polycarp, they employed to compose the narrative a person 
whom they characterise as our brother Marcianus*. Now it is 
worthy of note that this person must have been conspicuous in the 
Church of Smyrna, for he is probably the same person to whom 
Irenaeus, whose relations with the Church at Smyrna are so intimate, 
dedicated one of his treatises» Moreover the relations of the 
Church to the Emperor through Flormus would have been favour- 
able for the presentation of the Apology. 

Let us then say, in recapitulation, that we have found it difficult 
to assign the Apology to any other period than the early years of 
the reign of Antoninus Pius; and it is at least conceivable that it 
may have been presented to the Emperor, along with other Chris- 
tian writings, during an unrecorded visit of his to his ancient seat 
of government in Smyrna. 


1 Mart. Polyc. 20, 2 Huseb. H. HE. v. 26. 
H. A, Ὁ 
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There are a few later references to Aristides to which we 
have drawn no attention hitherto, because it seemed to be impos- 
sible to extract any trustworthy data from them: they are as 
follows : 


(1) <A passage in a letter of Jerome to Magnus, “ Aristides 
philosophus, vir eloquentissimus, eidem principi (Hadriano) Apolo- 
geticum pro Christianis obtulit, contextum philosophorum senten- 
0115, quem imitatus postea Justinus, et 1056. philosophus.” This is 
simply a réchauffé of the Eusebian data, with reflections thereupon. 
Justin being a philosopher, his Apology naturally imitates the 
philosophical treatise which has preceded his own. 


(2) Martyrologium Vetus Romanum’ ad v. Nonas Octobris. 

“ Athenis Dionysii Areopagitae sub Hadriano diversis tormen- 
tis passi, ut Aristides testis est in opere quod de Christiana 
religione composuit ; hoc opus apud Athenienses inter antiquorum 
memorias clarissimum tenetur.” Aristides himself is commemo- 
rated on 11. Kal. Septr. and it is said that in his treatise he main- 
tained “ quod Christus Jesus solus esset Deus.” 


It would be very interesting to determine how the Martyro- 
logies arrived at these statements. Our Syriac Apology certainly 
contains no trace of an allusion to Dionysius the Areopagite ; on 
the other hand it fairly enough teaches the Divinity of Christ. 
We would dismiss the statements at once as archzeological fictions 
if it had not been that evidence has been produced for the exist- 
ence of a Latin version of Aristides. Harnack’s attention was 
drawn by the pastor Kawerau to the following letter of Witzel to 
Beatus Rhenanus, dated Bartholomew’s day 1534. “ Dedisti nobis 
Eusebium, praeterea Tertullianum. Restat ut pari nitore des 
Justinum Martyrem, Papiam et Ignatium graece excusum. Amabo, 
per Bibhothecas oberrare, venaturus si quid scripsit Quadratus, 
si praeter epistolam alia Polycarpus, si nonnihil praeter Apologeti- 
con Aristides. Despice, si quae supersunt Cornelii et tanta bono- 
rum librorum panolethria. Plures sunt Dionysii scriptores, sed 
omnes praeter unum Areopagitem desyderamus, qui utinam sua 
quoque in lingua extaret. Utinam exorirentur Stromata Clemen- 
tis, breviter quicquid est xpéviov. Tineae pascuntur libris, quibus 


! Migne, Patr. Lat, cxxt. 
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homines pasci debebamus &c.” I have given the extract from 
Harnack’s copy’, not having access to the original letter. 

It seems to me that Witzel’s language almost implies that the 
Apology was already in print in Latin. Is it conceivable that some 
portion of the Apology may have found its way into print before 
the year 1534 and remained unnoticed in later times ? 

But even if it existed in manuscript, we must leave it an open 
question whether it may not have contained some matter which is 
wanting in the Syriac; nevertheless it is ὦ prior: extremely impro- 
bable that the story about the martyrdom of Dionysius the Areo- 
pagite can belong here. 


Celsus and Aristides. 


We have alluded above to a possible connexion between the 
True Word of Celsus and the Apology of Aristides, and it may be 
worth while to follow the matter up a little closer for the following 
reasons : 

1. Celsus is undoubtedly very nearly contemporary with 
Aristides; although it is difficult to determine his date exactly 
(and even Origen was doubtful as to his identity), we may probably 
say with a good assurance of safety that he was at the zenith 
of his influence and fame under the reign of Antoninus Pius. 

2. It is peculiarly difficult to determine what Christian 
books had come into the hands of Celsus, whether gospels or 
other literature. We know however for certain that he had read 
the dialogue between Jason and Papiscus, a work of Aristo of 
Pella, written not long after the close of the Jewish war under 
Hadrian, and so at a period very near to the one in which we are 
interested. Now if he were reading contemporary Christian 
literature he could hardly miss Aristides. 

3. And since we find more and closer parallels between the 
fragments preserved by Origen from the great work of Celsus 
and our Apology than between most of the other books of the 
century, it is at least a fair question whether Aristides was not 
one of the persons to whom Celsus undertook to reply. 

1 Die Griechischen Apologeten, p. 107 note. I cannot find it in Briefwechsel des 
Beatus Rhenanus by Horawitz and Hartfelder, Leipzig, 1886. I understand, how- 


ever, from Prof, Kawerau, that it may be found in Epistolarum G. Wicelii libri 
tres, Lipsiae, 1537, 
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One of the leading beliefs in Aristides is that God made 
all things for the sake of man. This doctrine he repeats in 
various forms, shewing that the separate elements, the earth, 
the air, the fire, and the water together with the sun, moon 
and stars, are his ministers. Now Celsus seems to have been 
particularly opposed to this doctrine and to have discussed it 
at length: it was one of the points of contact between the 
Stoic philosophy and the Jewish and Christian faiths, and Celsus 
was, no doubt, well prepared to be diffuse on the subject by 
many previous philosophical encounters. 

He draws ridiculous pictures of the philosophy of the frogs in 
the swamp, of the ants in their ant-hill, and of bevies of bats, 
discussing the to them obvious proposition that the world has 
been made solely for their benefit. Accordingly Origen remarks, 
παραπλησίους ἡμᾶς ποιεῖ σκώληξι φάσκουσιν ὅτι Θεός ἐστιν, 
εἶτα μετ᾽ ἐκεῖνον ἡμεῖς ὑπ᾽ αὐτοῦ γεγονότες παντῆ, ὅμοιοι τῷ Θεῷ᾽ 
καὶ ἡμῖν πάντα ὑποβέβληται, γῆ καὶ ὕδωρ καὶ ἀὴρ καὶ ἄστρα, 
καὶ ἡμῶν ἕνεκα πάντα καὶ ἡμῖν δουλεύειν τέτακται. In which 
sentence he has pretty well covered the argument from Providence 
as stated by Aristides. Were the elements and the stars, says he, 
made for the self-congratulation and self-exaltation of the bat, the 
frog, or—the man ? 

But he carries out the argument in detail: a providence over 
man is as reasonable as a providence over beasts and vegetables, 
which can be proved from the same data. Διὰ πολλῶν δ᾽ ἑξῆς 
ἐγκαλεῖ ἡμῖν ὡς TO ἀνθρώπῳ φάσκουσι πάντα πεποιηκέναι τὸν 
Θεόν, καὶ βούλεται ἐκ τῆς περὶ τῶν ζώων ἱστορίας καὶ τῆς 
ἐμφαινομένης αὐτοῖς ἀγχινοίας δεικνύναι, οὐδὲν μᾶλλον ἀνθρώπων 
ἢ τῶν ἀλόγων ζώων ἕνεκεν γεγονέναι τὰ πάντα". Indeed, accord- 
ing to Celsus, Providence is more apparent in the case of ants and 
bees and the like, which obtain their food without labour or with 
much less labour than happens in the case of man. He will not 
hear of such a statement as that the sun and stars serve man, 
much less what Aristides affirms, that the sun was created to serve 
the multiplicity of human need. Do not, says he, quote me verses 
from Euripides about sunshine and shade serving man; how do 
they serve him any more than the ants or the flies, which sleep 


! Origen 6. Celswm, lib. tv. 23. 2 lib. iv. 74. 


OF ARISTIDES. 21 


and wake much as we do? εἰ δὲ καὶ τό, ““Πλιος μὲν νύξ τε δουλεύει 
βροτοῖς," τί μᾶλλον ἡμῖν ἢ τοῖς μύρμηξι καὶ ταῖς μυίαις "; 

Now of course we do not mean to suggest that Aristides 
invented the argument from Providence or that Celsus was the 
first to heap easy scorn upon it. The argument and the reply are 
commonplaces. Celsus’s question as to whether the world was 
created for the sake of vegetables will be found discussed in 
Cicero, de Natura Deorum τι. 133. “Cuiusnam causa tantarum 
rerum molitio sit? Arborumne et herbarum? quae quamquam 
sine sensu sunt, tamen a natura sustinentur. At id quidem 
absurdum est. An bestiarum? Nihilo probabilius, deos mutorum 
et nihil intelligentium causa tantum laborasse....Ita fit credibile 
deorum et hominum causa factum esse mundum, quaeque in eo 
sint omnia.” 

It is easy to see how both the Jewish and Christian teachers, 
starting from the same text, the first verse in the book of Genesis, 
and formulating the same statement of faith, that the Almighty 
was ‘Maker of Heaven and Earth, found themselves fighting 
in the ranks with the Stoics agaimst the Epicureans, and so 
exposed from time to time to the infinite raillery which seemed 
to the latter school to be proper to the situation. As we have 
said, Aristides does not stand alone in the statement. Justin 
Martyr takes the same ground and implies that it is a part of 
the regular Christian teaching. “We are taught,” says he, “that 
God in His goodness created all things in the beginning from 
formless matter, for the sake of man’;” and the unknown writer of 
the Epistle to Diognetus affirms that “God loved men, for whom 
He made the world, to whom He subjected all things that are in 
the earth®.” 

It is however worthy of notice that in Aristides the argument 
is repeated over and over, and that Celsus answers it, as Origen 
thought, at unnecessary length. It is not therefore inconceivable 
that Aristides may have drawn the Epicurean fire upon himself 
(and in this matter we may certainly count Celsus with the Epi- 
cureans) by the stress which he laid on the point in his Apology. 

Let us pass on to another poimt upon which Aristides is 


1 lib. Iv. 77. 2 Justin Apol. τ. ὁ. 10, 
3 Ep. ad Diogn. 10. 
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somewhat original, viz. the doctrine of the races of the world 
and of their origin. 

Aristides divides the world into four races, the Barbarian, the 
Greek, the Jew, the Christian. The last two races are curiously 
described ; the Jews derive their origin from Abraham, Isaac and 
Jacob: they went down from Syria into Egypt; they came back 
from Egypt into Syria. As for the Christians, the new race, they 
derive their origin from Jesus the Messiah, and He is called the 
Son of God Most High. 

Now in the first book against Celsus, Origen remarks as 
follows: “Celsus promises that he will speak on the subject 
of the Jews later on, and he begins his discourse concerning 
our Saviour, as being the leader of our generation m so far as 
we are Christians’, and he goes on to say that he was the leader of 
this teaching, a few years ago, being regarded by the Christians as 
the Son of God.” 

Now it is worthy of note that if Celsus is handling any written 
document, that document proceeded from the discussion of the 
Jews to the Christians, affirmed Christ to be the head of the new 
race, and declared that His followers regarded Him as the Son 
of God. The agreement at this point with Aristides is certainly 
striking. 

When moreover we come to the discussion of the Jews, Celsus 
breaks out that the ‘Jews were mere Egyptian runaways, and that 
this darling people of God had never done anything worth remem- 
bering’, just as if he had passed over the names of the Patriarchs 
and fastened on the admission that the Jews had come out of 
Egypt. Accordingly Origen replies that it is universally agreed 
that the Jews reckon their genealogy from Abraham, Isaac and 
Jacob; σαφὲς δὴ ὅτι καὶ γενεαλογοῦνται ᾿Ιουδαῖοι ἀπὸ τῶν τριῶν 
πατέρων τοῦ ᾿Αβραὰμ καὶ τοῦ ᾿Ισαὰκ καὶ τοῦ ᾿Ιακώβ. 

When Aristides deals with the beliefs of the Jews he expresses 
the remarkable opinion that the Jewish ritual is rather an adoration 
of angels than a worship of God. The expression is the more 
remarkable, because Aristides affects to reason throughout as the 


1 Orig. ὁ. Cels. 1. 26 ws γενομένου ἡγεμόνος τῇ καθὸ Χριστιανοί ἐσμεν γενέσει 
ἡμῶν. 
2 Orig. 6. Cels. tv. 32. 
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philosopher rather than the Christian, and he forgets himself and 
introduces the angels without even an explanation to the emperor, 
as to what beings are intended. What shall we say then when we 
find Celsus affirming that the Jews worship angels’? χέγων αὐτοὺς 
σέβειν ἀγγέλους καὶ γοητείᾳ προσκεῖσθαι ἧς ὁ Μωῦσῆς αὐτοῖς 
γέγονεν ἐξηγητής. And Origen is so puzzled as to ask ‘where 
in the world did Celsus find in the Mosaic writings instruction 
in the worship of angels?’ It is certainly curious that we find 
the missing link supplied by the Apology of Aristides. 

No doubt further analogies might be traced; for example, 
Celsus is especially irate with the Christians for their ridicule 
of Egyptian superstitions’, they see nothing except ephemeral 
animals, instead of grasping eternal ideas. Now there is no 
doubt that it is a very common subject of Christian merriment, 
but perhaps no one of the early Christian writers has laughed 
so much in detail about it as Aristides. We will not however 
press the matter further: there are always numerous points of 
contact and necessary collisions between the attack and the 
defence of given religions: suffice it to say that we have shewn 
it to be by no means an inconceivable proposition that Celsus had 
read the Apology of Aristides before he penned his ᾿Αληθὴς λόγος. 


_ The Symbol of the Faith in the tume of Aristides. 


Aristides the Philosopher is a Christian who has preserved 
the philosophic manner, and probably the philosophic dress, with 
a view to future service in the gospel. It seems to have been the 
practice of not a few of the famous second-century Christians to 
attract an audience in this way. Justin certainly did so, and 
almost as surely Tatian; and if these why not Aristides? But as 
we have already said, the professedly dispassionate presentation 
of the Christian case, the endeavour to talk reasonably on all sides 
successively, soon breaks down; the man throws off his disguise 
and gives the note of challenge: Christianus sum; nihil Christi- 
anum alienum ame puto. He talks of angels as though all men 
knew them, dashes through the dogmatic statements of the 
Church as though they were perfectly familiar, and without a 


1 Orig. ὁ. Cels. 1. 26. 2 Orig. c. Cels. 111. 19. 
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word of preliminary explanation of terms, makes a peroration of 
the impending judgment-day. And so the philosopher with an 
imperial audience turns out to be another illustration of the 
Christian city that is set on a hill and cannot be hid. 

It is especially interesting to observe that in the time of 
Aristides the Church already had a Symbol of the Faith: and we 
may reconstruct a good many of its sentences. Of course im such 
matters we proceed from the things that are practically certain to 
those which are less demonstrable; we should not start by saying 
that the words “Maker of heaven and earth” were proof of the 
existence of an approximately fixed symbol. But if we can 
establish other sentences with good confidence, there is no reason 
to omit these words from the reconstructed formula. 

The certain passage from which we proceed is in the words : 

“He was pierced (crucified) by the Jews; 
“He died and was buried ;” 
“and they say that 
after three days He rose, 
- and ascended into Heaven.” 

It may be taken for granted that these words represent a part 
of the Symbolum Fidei as known to Aristides. 

What else may we say was contained in his creed? We may 
add words which must have stood respectively at the beginning 
and ending of the Creed: viz. that God was the Maker of 
Heaven and Earth; and that Jesus Christ was to come to judge 
the world. 

Whether we can go further isa more difficult question: but 
there is at least a strong suspicion that the creed contained the 
clause “He was born of the Virgin Mary;” for in Aristides’ 
statement the language about the ‘Hebrew virgin’ precedes the 
account of the Crucifixion; moreover, here also, we find Aristides 
is most pronounced in the enunciation of the doctrine, and Celsus 
is emphatically scornful in the rejection of it. Accordingly Celsus 
brings forward the story of the infidelity of Mary, affirming that 
the father of Jesus was in reality a soldier whose name was 
Panthera’*. The same story appears in the Talmud under the 
name Pandera, which is a transliteration of the foregoing. 

1 Orig. c. Cels. 1. 32. 
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Indeed it has been generally held that the legend was invented 
by the Jews, through the difficulty of accounting for our Lord’s 
birth; apparently, therefore, the Jews were in search of a more 
tenable hypothesis than the paternity of Joseph; and it is not 
unreasonable to refer to an early Jewish scandal the story which 
we find in the Talmud and in Celsus. 

But if the story be Jewish in origin, it was certainly Greek 
in manufacture. Some persons have tried to explain the Greek 
name Panthera by regarding it as a symbol of violent and 
unrestrained lust. They are, however, mistaken: the name is 
simply a Greek anagram on the word ‘Parthenos,’ by which the 
Blessed Virgin was commonly known. ‘Those who are familiar 
with the literary tricks of that time, its anagrams, acrostics, 
isopsephics, and the like, will have not the least difficulty in 
seeing that this is the true solution. The inventor has only 
changed the order of the letters and slightly altered the ending of 
the word. Everything that we know of the dogmatics of the 
early part of the second century agrees with the belief that at° 
that period the Virginity of Mary was a part of the formulated 
Christian belief. Nor need we hesitate, in view of the antiquity 
of the Panthera-fable, to give the doctrine a place in the creed of 
Aristides. 

We restore the fragments of Aristides’ creed, then, as follows: 


We believe in one God, Almighty 
Maker of Heaven and Earth: 
And in Jesus Christ His Son 


* * * * * 


Born of the Virgin Mary: 


* * ἃς * * 

He was pierced by the Jews: 
He died and was buried: 

The third day He rose again: 
He ascended into Heaven : 


He is about to come to judge. 
x * * + Ἂ 
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The Armenian Fragment of the Apology. 


We give, later on, the Latin translation of the Armenian 
fragment, as published by the Venetian editors. The passage has 
also been translated into German by von Himpel’, and _ this 
translation will be found in Harnack’s Giechische Apologeten, 
pp. 110—112. Von Himpel rightly affirms the Armenian text to 
have been made from the Greek: it will be observed, however, 
that the Armenian text has the same lacuna as the Syriac in 
the discourse on the four elements and the powers to which they 
are respectively subject. This lacuna would seem to be an early 
feature of the Greek text. 

There are one or two points in which we may get some 
authority from the Armenian for the original text. For instance 
in 6. il, where the Syriac reads that the origin of the Greeks 
is to be traced through “Danaus the Egyptian, and through 
Kadmus, and through Dionysus.” Here the Armenian reads 
“Danaus the Egyptian and Kadmus the Sidonian and Dionysus 
the Theban,” and I am disposed to believe the words added in the 
Armenian belong there: for instance, we may compare Tatian’s 
language’, “Dionysus is absolute sovereign over the Thebans.” 
In a similar manner something seems to have dropped in the 
Syriac after the statement that in God there is no distinction 
of male or female; for the Armenian text adds the reason 
“quia cupiditatibus agitatur qui huic est distinctioni obnoxius.” 
Again in the opening sentences of the Apology the Armenian 
text has the words, “Eum autem qui rector atque creator est 
omnium, investigare perdifficile est®” We recognize at once in 
these words the ring of the characteristic Christian quotation from 
the Zimaeus, which is usually employed to shew the superior 
illuminating power of Christian grace over philosophic research, 
but seems here to be taken in the Platonic sense. The Armenian 
is perhaps a little nearer to the Platonic language than the 
Syriac; both versions however will claim the passage from the 
Timaeus as a parallel. 

τ Hay Theol. Quartalschrift, 1877, 11. p. 289, f. 1880, 1. p. 109—127. 

2 Cohortatio, ¢. νι. 

3 Plato, Timaeus, 28 c, τὸν μὲν οὖν ποιητὴν καὶ πατέρα τοῦδε τοῦ παντὸς εὑρεῖν 
τε ἔργον καὶ εὑρόντα εἰς πάντας ἀδύνατον λέγειν. 
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Allowing then for the occasional preservation of a passage in 
greater purity by the Armenian fragment, we shall find that the 
Armenian translator has often made changes, and added glosses, 
and epitomized sentences. For example, in the summary of the 
Christian Faith, he describes the Son as the Logos, His mother as 
the Theotokos. When the disciples are sent forth, in order that a 
certain οἰκονομία may be fulfilled, the Armenian translator calls it 
a dispensation of illuminating truth; the preaching too is with 
‘signs following, ‘comitantibus prodigiis,’ which seems to come 
from Mark xvi. 20 and would be, if genuine, one of the earliest 
illustrations of that text. It will be seen how large an element of 
paraphrase is found in the Armenian text. 


The Armenan Fragment 
(from the Venice edition). 


IMPERATORL CASARI HADRIANO, 
ARISTIDES, 
PHILOSOPHUS ATHENIENSIS. 


Ego, O Rex, Dei providentia creatus, hunc mundum ingressus 
sum, et caelis, terra ac mari, sole, luna et stellis, caeterisque 
omnibus creaturis conspectis, huius mundi constitutionem ad- 
mirans miratus sum, atque conscius factus sum mihi, quoniam 
omnia quae sunt in mundo necessitate ac vi diniguntur, omnium 
creatorem et rectorem esse Deum: quia 115 omnibus quae reguntur 
atque moventur, fortior est creator et rector. 

Kum autem, qui rector atque creator est omnium, investigare 
perdifficile atque in immensum pertinens mihi videtur: penitus 
vero eum et certa ratione describere, quum inexplicabilis et 
ineffabilis sit, impossibile et sine ulla prorsus utilitate. Deus 
enim naturam habet infinitam, imperscrutabilem et creaturis 
omnibus incomprehensibilem. Hoc unum scire necesse est, qui 
creaturas universas Providentia sua gubernat, ipsum esse Dominum 
Deum et creatorem omnium: quia visibilia omnia creavit bonitate 
sua, eaque humano generi donavit. Quapropter Illum solum, ut- 
pote unum Deum, nos adorare et glorificare oportet: unumquem- 
que autem nostrum proximum suum sicut semetipsum diligere. 
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Verumtamen de Deo saltem sciendum est, Kum ab alio factum 
non fuisse, neque semetipsum fecisse, atque, a nullo cireumseriptum, 
omnia comprehendere. Ex se ipsomet est’. Ipse sapientia immor- 
talis, principio et fine carens, immortalis atque aeternus, perfectus, 
nulli necessitati obnoxius, et necessitatibus omnium satisfaciens, 
nullo indigens et indigentiis omnium ipse magnificus opitulator. 

Ipse est principio carens, quia, qui habet principium, habet 
et finem. Ipse sine nomine, quod quicumque nomine appellatur, 
creatus est factusque ab alio. Ei neque colores sunt neque forma: 
quod, quicumque his praeditus est, mensurabilis est, limitibusque 
cogitur. ius naturae nulla inest maris et feminae distinctio, 
quia cupiditatibus agitatur qui huic est distinctioni obnoxius. 
Ipse sub caelis incomprehensibilis est, quia caelos excedit: nec 
caeli caclorum Illo maiores sunt, quia caeli caelorum et creaturae 
omnes quae sub caelis sunt, ab Illo comprehenduntur. 

Ipsi nemo contrarius neque adversarius: quod si quis Ei 
contrarius et adversarius esse posset, eidem compar fier1 videretur. 

Ipse immobilis est atque praeter quemcumque terminum et 
circuitum: quia ubi et unde moveri possit locus deest. Ipse 
neque mensura comprehendi, neque circumdari potest, quia Ipse 
omnia replet, atque est ultra omnes visibiles et invisibiles creaturas. 
Ipse neque ira, neque indignatione movetur, quia nulla caecitate 
afficitur, quum omnino et absolute sit intellectualis. Propterea 
hisce omnibus miraculis variis omnibusque beneficiis Ipse omnia 
creavit. Sacrificiis, oblationibus et hostiis Ipse non indiget, neque, 
ulla in re, visibilibus creaturis opus habet; quia omnia replet, et 
omnium egestatibus satisfacit, Ipse numquam indigens ac semper 
gloriosus. 

De Deo sapienter loqui ab ipso Deo mihi datum est, et pro 
meis viribus locutus sum, quin tamen altitudinem imperscrutabilis 
magnitudinis Ejus comprehendere possem. Sola fide vero Illum 
glorificans adoro. 

Nunc igitur ad genus humanum veniamus et quinam praefatas 
veritates secuti fuerint videbimus, et quinam ab eis erraverint. 
Compertum est nobis, o Rex, quatuor esse humani generis stirpes, 
quae sunt Barbarorum, Graecorum, Hebraeorum atque Christian- 
orum. Ethnici et Barbari genus suum ducunt a Belo, Crono et 


1 Sensus dubius: armeniaca verba idem sonant ac graeca αὐτογενὲς εἶδος. 
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Hiera, aliisque suis Divis pluribus. Graeci vero a Jove, qui Zeus 
vel Jupiter dicitur, origmem trahunt, per Helenum, Xuthum, 
aliosque eorum descendentes, nempe Helladem, Inacum, Phoro- 
neum, ac demum Danaum Aegyptium, Cadmum Sidonium, ac 
Dionysium Thebanum. MHebraei autem genus suum ducunt ex 
Abrahamo, Isaaco, Jacobo, et duodecim Jacobi filiis, qai e Syria 
in Aegyptum se receperunt, et a legislatore suo Hebraei nuncupati 
fuerunt, inde vero terram promissionis ingressi, Judaei sunt appel- 
lati. Christianorum tandem genus a Domino Jesu Christo oritur. 

Ipse Dei altissimi est Filius, et una cum Spiritu Sancto 
revelatus est nobis: de caelis descendit ex Hebraea Virgine natus, 
ex Virgine carnem assumpsit, assumptaque humana natura, semet- 
ipsum Dei filium revelavit. Qui Evangelio suo vivificante mundum 
universum, consolatoria sua bonitate, sibi captivum fecit. 

Ipse est Verbum, qui ex progenie Hebraica, secundum carnem, 
ex Maria virgine Deipara natus est. Ipse est qui Apostolos 
duodecim inter suos discipulos elegit, ut mundum universum 
dispensatione illuminantis Veritatis suae institueret. Ipse ab 
Hebraeis crucifixus est: a mortuis resurrexit et ad caelos ascendit: 
in mundum universum discipulos suos mittens, qui divino et 
admirabili lumine suo, comitantibus prodigiis, omnes gentes 
sapientiam docerent. Quorum praedicatio in hunc usque diem 
germinat atque fructificat, orbem universum vocans ad lucem. 

Quatuor ergo nationes, O Rex, ostendi tibi: Barbaros, Graecos, 


Hebraeos atque Christianos. 
* % * * * * ΓΞ: * Ἢ 


Divinitati spiritualis natura propria est, Angelis ignea, dae- 


monlis aquosa, generique humano terrestris. 
* x x % Γ ὃ: * * * Γ 


We have now reprinted all that is known of the Armenian 
translation of the Apology ; 1ὖ is out of our limit and beyond our 
measure to think of reprinting the actual Armenian text. For 
the purpose of comparison we add, however, another copy of the 
same Armenian fragment, taken from a MS. at Edschmiazin, and 
translated into English by Mr F. C. Conybeare, of Oxford, for 
whose kindly aid we are very grateful. According to the informa- 
tion which he has supplied, the MS. at Edschmiazin was written 
on paper, and is much worn by age. The date was certainly not 
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later than the eleventh century. The fragment from the Apology 
which it contains was followed by the fragment from the Homily 
on the Penitent Thief. Here and there the text was illegible, and 
in these cases the missing words have been supplied from the 
Venice text, as reprinted by Pitra. The two texts in question are 
moreover in very close agreement, except for the occasional addi- 
tion of a word or two by the Edschmiazin MS. The rendering is 
designedly a literal one. 


The Armenian Fragment 
(from the Edschmiazin MS.). 


TO THE AUTOCRATIC CAESAR ADRIANOS 
FROM ARISTIDES, ATHENIAN PHILOSOPHER. 


I, O Ruler, who was by the providence of God created and 
fashioned man in the world, and who have beheld the heaven and 
the earth and the sea, the sun and the moon and the stars and all 
creatures, wondered and was amazed at the eternal’ order thereof. 
I also by reflection learned that the world and all that is therein 
is by necessity and force guided and moved and of the whole God 
is controuler and orderer: for that which controuls is more power- 
ful than that which is controuled and moved. To enquire about 
Him who is guardian and controuls all things seems to me to 
quite exceed the comprehension and to be most difficult, and to 
speak accurately concerning Him is beyond compass of thought 
and of speech, and bringeth no advantage; for His nature is 
infinite and unsearchable, and imperceptible,’ and imaccessible to 
all creatures. We can only know that He who governs by His 
providence all created things, He is Lord and God and creator of 
all, who ordered all things visible in His beneficence, and gra- 
ciously bestowed them on the race of man. Now it is meet that 
we serve and glorify Him alone as God, and love one another as 
ourselves. But this much alone can we know concerning God, 


1 Here there is a copyist’s error in the Edschmiazin text. 
2 Here the Edschmiazin text adds a word which means ‘not to be observed or 
looked at,’ 
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that He was not generated from any source, and did not Himself 
make Himself, and is not contained by aught, but Himself contains 
all. Αὐτογενὲς εἶδος" and wisdom immortal, without beginning or 
end, not passing away and undying, He is complete and wanteth 
nothing, while He fulfilleth all wants. In Himself He wanteth 
nought, but gives to and fulfils the needs of all. In Himself He 
is without beginning, for He is beginning of everything whatever, 
and is perfect. In Himself He is nameless, for whatever is named 
is fashioned out of something else” and created. Colour and form 
of Him there is not, for that falls under measure and limit, unto 
whatsoever colour and form belong. Male and female in that 
nature there is not, for that is subject to particular passions, in 
whatsoever that distinction exists. Within the heavens He is not 
contained, for He is beyond’ the heavens; neither are the heavens 
greater than He, for the heavens and all creation are contained in 
Him. Counter to Him and opposed there is no one: if any one be 
found counter to Him, it appears that that one becometh associate 
with Him. He is unmoved and unmeasured and ineffable; for 
there is no place whence or with which He could move; and He 
is not, by being measured, contained or environed on any side, for 
it is Himself that filleth all, and He transcends all things visible 
and invisible. Wrath and anger there is not in Him, for there is 
not in Him blindness, but He is wholly and entirely rational, and 
on that account He established creation with divers wonders and 
entire beneficence. Need hath He none of victims and oblations 
and sacrifices, and of all that is in the visible creation He wanteth 
nought. For He fulfilleth the wants of all and completeth them, 
and being in need of nothing He is glorified unto all time. 

Now by the grace of God it was given me to speak wisely 
concerning Him. So far as I have received the faculty I will 
speak, yet not according to the measure of the inscrutability of 
His greatness shall I be able to do so, but by faith alone do I 
glorify and adore Him. 


Let us next come to the race of man, and see who are capable 


1 αὐτογενὲς (or αὐτογέννητον) εἶδος is the Greek that answers to the Armenian 
texts. ‘Ex se ipsomet est’ does not give the sense. I give the Greek, for I really 
hardly know how to render it in English. 

2 Or ‘‘by another.” 3 ἐπέκεινα. 
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of receiving the truth of these sayings, and who are gone astray. 
It is manifest’, O Ruler, for there are four tribes? of the human 
race. There are barbarians, and some are Greeks and others 
Hebrews, and there are who are Christians. But the heathens 
and barbarians count their descent from Baal, and from 
Cronos, and from Hera, and from many others of their gods. 
But the Greeks say Zeus (who is Dios) is their founder*, and 
reckon their descent from Helenos and Xuthos, and one after 
another from Hellas, nachos and Phoroneus, and also finally from 
Danaus the Egyptian, and from Cadmus the Sidonian, and 
Dionysius the Theban. 

But the Jews reckon their race from Abraham, and Abraham’s 
son they say was Isaac, and from Isaac Jacob, and from Jacob the 
twelve who migrated from Assyria into Egypt and were there 
named the tribes of the Hebrews by their lawgiver, and having 
come into the land of recompence, were named...... * the tribes of 
the Jews. 

But the Christians reckon their race from the Lord Jesus 
Christ. He is Himself Son of God on high, who was manifested 
of the Holy Spirit, came down from heaven, and being born of a 
Hebrew virgin took on His flesh from the virgin, and was mani- 
fested in the nature of humanity the Son of God: who sought to 
win the entire world to His eternal goodness by His life-giving 
preaching’. He it is who was according to the flesh born of the 
race of the Hebrews, by the God-bearing® virgin Miriam. He chose 
the twelve disciples, and He by his illuminating truth, dispensing 


1 So it stands in the Venice text: but in the Edschmiazin copy, for ‘manifest’ 
there is a word which means ‘the name’ followed by a lacuna of a few letters, as if 
the scribe had intended to read ‘I will recount the names, O Ruler,’ or something 
of that kind. 

2 The word answers to the Greek φυλαί or δῆμοι. In the same sense at the end 
of the fragment another word is used, answering rather to γένη. 

3 These three words are added to make sense, the whole passage being gram- 
matically much confused. 

4 Here the Edschmiazin MS. was unreadable from age. The printed text 
has no lacuna and gives no hint of the word whatever it was which was read in 
the Edschmiazin text. 

5 εὐαγγέλιον. 

® The word Θεοτόκος is implied, 
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it* taught, all the world, and was nailed on the cross by the Jews. 
Who rose from the dead and ascended into heaven, and sent forth 
His disciples into the whole world’, and taught all with divinely 
miraculous and profoundly wise wonders. Their preaching until 
this day blossoms and bears fruit, and summons all the world to 
receive the light. 

These are the four tribes, whom we set before thee, O Ruler, 
Barbarians, Greeks, Jews and Christians. But to the Deity is 
appointed the spiritual, and to angels the fiery, and to devils the 
watery, and to the race of men the earth. 


* * * * * * % * * 


An additional Armenian Fragment of Aristides. 


Over and above the fragments of the lost Apology of Aristides, 
and the homily de Latrone, there is a scrap printed by Pitra in his » 
Spicilegiwm Solesmense which professes to come from an epistle 
of Aristides to all Philosophers. It is, as far as we can judge, in 
the form in which we have it presented to us, a theological 
product of the time of the Monophysite controversy. But we 
must bear in mind what we have learned from the Armenian 
fragment of the Apology, that an Armenian translation is made 
up out of the matter of the original writer plus the terms and 
definitions of the translator, as for instance we see to have hap- 
pened in the ascription of the term Θεοτόκος to the Blessed 
Virgin. And the question is whether under the amplified folds of 
the theology of this fragment printed by Pitra there may be 
hidden the more scanty terms of a theologian of the second 
century, and if so, whether the writer be our Aristides, and the 
work quoted be the Apology or some other work. In order to 
test this point, we will give a rendering of the fragment into 
Greek, for which again I am indebted to the kindness of Mr 
Conybeare. 


1 Οἰκονομικός is here rendered. Perhaps it should be taken as an epithet of 
‘truth,’ for in the original it precedes the word ‘illuminating.’ 
2 Οἰκουμένην. 


a ΕἸ. A, 3 
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Armenian Fragment. 
(Frag. iii. of Pitra.) 


FROM AN EPISTLE OF ARISTIDES TO 
ALL PHILOSOPHERS. 


Tlavr’ ἔπαθε παθήματα ἀληθινῷ σὺν αὐτοῦ σώματι, ὃ θελήματι 
Κυρίου καὶ τοῦ ἁγίου Ivevmatos δεξάμενος, ἥνωσε τὴν σάρκα" 
ἑαυτῷ" τὴν Tapa® παρθένου “Εβραϊκῆς τῆς ἁγίας Μαριὰμ ἀρρητῷ 
καὶ ἀτόμῳ ἑνότητι. 

Now with reference to the foregoing passage, we may say at 
once that the concluding terms are not second-century language 
at all. On the other hand, the reference to the “Hebrew virgin” 
is precisely the language of the Apology. Further, the opening 
words of the fragment, with their allusion to a real passion of 
a real body, are certainly anti-Docetic, and therefore may be taken 
as second-century theology. We may compare with them the 
sentiments of the Ignatian epistles, as for example the letter to 
the Smyrnaeans (ce. 11.), where we read:— 

ταῦτα γὰρ πάντα ἔπαθεν Ov ἡμᾶς" καὶ ἀληθῶς ἔπαθεν, ὡς Kal 
ἀληθῶς ἀνέστησεν ἑαυτόν" οὐχ ὥσπερ ἄπιστοί τινες λέγουσιν τὸ 
δοκεῖν αὐτὸν πεπονθέναι. 


It does not, therefore, seem as if these words in the opening of 
the fragment were a translator’s invention or addition. They have 
a second-century ring about them. If so, then the extract is 
either a translation of a paragraph of the Apology, or of some other 
tract by the same writer, and probably the latter. We have, 
however, no means of discriminating further the original form of 
the sentence from the later accretions. It is, however, by no 
means impossible that the heading may be correct; that Aristides 
may have written an epistle or address to Philosophers on the 
subject of the Christian religion in general, or of the Incarnation 
in particular. 


1 The same word is used by the translator to render σῶμα and σάρξ. 

* More exactly ἑαυτοῦ: an additional word being necessary in the Armenian in 
order to give the sense ‘ conjunxit sibi’: but the sense seems to require ἑαυτῷ. 

8 Or ἐκ. 
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THE APOLOGY OF ARISTIDES, TRANSLATED 
FROM THE SYRIAC. 


Again, the apology which Aristides the philosopher made τό 
before Hadrian the king concerning the worship of God. 

[To the Emperor] Caesar Titus Hadrianus Antoninus Augustus 
Pius, from Marcianus Aristides, a philosopher of Athens. 

I. J, O king, by the grace of God came into this world; and 
having contemplated the heavens and the earth and the seas, 
and beheld the sun and the rest of the orderly creation, I was 
amazed at the arrangement of the world; and I comprehended 
that the world and all that is therein are moved by the impulse 
of another, and I understood that he that moveth them is God,. 
who is hidden in them and concealed from them: and this is 
well known, that that which moveth is more powerful than that 
which is moved. And that I should investigate concerning this 
Mover of all, as to how He exists—for this is evident to me, for 
He is incomprehensible in His nature—and that I should dispute 
concerning the stedfastness of His government, so as to compre- 
hend it fully, is not profitable for me; for no one is able perfectly 
to comprehend it. But I say concerning the Mover of the world, 
that He is God of all, who made all for the sake of man; and it > 
is evident to me that this is expedient, that one should fear God, 
and not grieve man. 

Now I say that God is not begotten, not made; a constant 
nature, without beginning and without end; immortal, complete, 
and incomprehensible : and in saying that He is complete, I mean 
this; that there is no deficiency in Him, and He stands in need 
of nought, but everything stands in need of Him: and in saying 
that He is without beginning, I mean this; that everything which 
has a beginning has also an end; and that which has an end is 
dissoluble. He has no name; for everything that has a name is 
associated with the created ; He has no likeness, nor composition 
of members; for he who possesses this is associated with things 


3—2 
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fashioned. He is not male, nor is He female: the heavens do 
not contain Him; but the heavens and all things visible and 
invisible are contained in Him. Adversary He has none; for 
there is none that is more powerful than He; anger and wrath 
He possesses not, for there is nothing that can stand against 
Him. Error and forgetfulness are not in His nature, for He is 
altogether wisdom and understanding, and in Him consists all 
that consists. He asks no sacrifice and no libation, nor any of 
the things that are visible; He asks not anything from anyone; 
but all ask from Him. 

II. Since then it has been spoken to you by us concerning 
God, as far as our mind was capable of discoursing concerning Him, \ 
let us now come to the race of men, in order that we may know 
which of them hold any part of that truth which we have spoken 
concerning Him, and which of them are in error therefrom. 

This is plain to you, O king, that there are four races of men 
in this world; Barbarians and Greeks, Jews and Christians. 

Now the Barbarians reckon the head of the race of their religion 
from Kronos and from Rhea and the rest of their gods: but the 
Greeks from Helenus, who is said to be from Zeus; and from 
Helenus was born Aeolus and Xythus, and the rest of the family 
from Inachus and Phoroneus, and last of all from Danaus the 
Egyptian and from Kadmus and from Dionysus. 

Moreover the Jews reckon the head of their race from 
Abraham, who begat Isaac, from whom was born Jacob, who 
begat twelve sons who removed from Syria and settled in Egypt, 
and there were called the race of the Hebrews by their law- 
giver: but at last they were named Jews. 

The Christians, then, reckon the beginning of their religion 
from Jesus Christ, who is named the Son of God most High; 
and it is said that God came down from heaven, and from a 
Hebrew virgin took and clad Himself with flesh, and in a daughter 
of man there dwelt the Son of God. This is taught from that % 
Gospel which a little while ago was spoken among them as being 
preached; wherein if ye also will read, ye will comprehend 
the power that is upon it. This Jesus, then, was born of 
the tribe of the Hebrews; and He had twelve disciples, in order 
that a certain dispensation of His might be fulfilled. He was 
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pierced by the Jews; and He died and was buried; and they say 
that after three days He rose and ascended to heaven; and then 
these twelve disciples went forth into the known parts of the 
world, and taught concerning His greatness with all humility and 
sobriety ; and on this account those also who to-day believe in this 
preaching are called Christians, who are well known. There are 
then four races of mankind, as I said before, Barbarians and 
Greeks, Jews and Christians. 

To God then ministers wind, and to angels fire; but to demons 
water, and to men earth. 

Ill. Let us then begin with the Barbarians, and by degrees we 
will proceed to the rest of the peoples, in order that we may under- 
stand which of them hold the truth concerning God, and which of 
them error. 

The Barbarians then, inasmuch as they did not comprehend 
God, erred with the elements; and they began to serve created 
things instead of the Creator of them’, and on this account they 
made likenesses and they enclosed them in temples; and lo! 
they worship them and guard them with great precaution, that 
their gods may not be stolen by robbers; and the Barbarians 
have not understood that whatsoever watches must be greater 
than that which is watched; and that whatsoever creates must 
be greater than that whatever is created: if so be then that their 
gods are too weak for their own salvation, how will they furnish 
salvation to mankind? The Barbarians then have erred with a 
great error in worshipping dead images which profit them not. 
And it comes to me to wonder also, O king, at their philosophers, 
how they too have erred and have named gods those likenesses 
which have been made in honour of the elements; and the wise 
men have not understood that these very elements are corruptible 
and dissoluble; for if a little part of the element be dissolved 
or corrupted, all of it is dissolved and corrupted. If then these 
elements are dissolved and corrupted, and compelled to be subject 
to another harder than themselves, and are not in their nature 
gods, how can they call gods those likenesses which are made 
in their honour? Great then is the error which their philosophers 
have brought upon their followers. 


1 Rom. i, 25, 
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IV. Let us turn then, O king, to the elements themselves, 
in order that we may shew concerning them that they are not 
gods, but a creation, corruptible and changeable, which is in the 
likeness of man*. But God is incorruptible and unchangeable and a 
invisible, while seeing, turning and changing all things. 

Those therefore who think concerning earth that it is God have 
already erred, since it is digged and planted and delved; and since 
it receives the defilement of the excrement of men and of beasts 
and of cattle: and since sometimes it becomes what is useless; 
for if it be burned it becomes dead, for from baked clay there 
springs nothing: and again, if water be collected on it, it becomes 
corrupted along with its fruits: and lo! it is trodden on by men 
and beasts, and it receives the impurity of the blood of the 
slain; and it is digged and filled with the dead and becomes a 
repository for bodies: none of which things can that holy and 
venerable and blessed and incorruptible nature receive. And 
from this we have perceived that the earth is not God but a 
creature of God. 

VY. And in like manner again have those erred who have 
thought concerning water that it is God. For water was created 
for the use of man and in many ways it is made subject to him. 
For it is changed, and receives defilement, and is corrupted, and 
loses its own nature when cooked with many things, and receives 
colours which are not its own; being moreover hardened by the cold 
and mixed and mingled with the excrement of men and beasts 
aud with the blood of the slain: and it is compelled by workmen, 
by means of the compulsion of channels, to flow and be conducted ἡ 
against its own will, and to come into gardens and other places, 
so as to cleanse and carry out all the filth of men, and wash 
away all detilement, and supply man’s need of itself. Wherefore 
it is impossible that water should be God, but it is a work of 
God and a part of the world. 

So too those have erred not a little who thought concerning 
fire that it is God: for it too was created for the need of men: 
and in many ways it is made subject to them, in the service of 
food and in the preparation of ornaments and the other things of 
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which your majesty is aware: whilst in many ways it is extin- 
guished and destroyed. 

And again those who have thought concerning the blast of 
winds that it is God, these also have erred: and this is evident 
to us, that these winds are subject to another, since sometimes 
their blast is increased and sometimes it is diminished and ceases, 
according to the commandment of Him who subjects them. Since 
for the sake of man they were created by God, in order that 
they might fulfil the needs of trees and fruits and seeds, and 
that they might transport ships upon the sea; those ships which 
bring to men their necessary things, from a place where they 
are found to a place where they are not found; and furnish the 
different parts of the world. Since then this wind is sometimes 
increased and sometimes diminished, there is one place in which 
it does good and another where it does harm, according to the 
nod of Him who rules it: and even men are able by means of 
well-known instruments to catch and coerce it that it may fulfil 


for them the necessities which they demand of it: and over itself: 


it has no power at all; wherefore it is not possible that winds 
should be called gods, but a work of God. 

VI. So too those have erred who have thought concerning the 
sun that he is God. For lo! we see him, that by the necessity of 
another he is moved and turned and runs his course; and he 
proceeds trom degree to degree, rising and setting every day, in 
order that he may warm the shoots of plants and shrubs, and 
may bring forth in the air which is mingled with him every herb 
which is on the earth. And in calculation the sun has a part 
with the rest of the stars in his course, and although he is one 
in his nature, he is mixed with many parts, according to the 
advantage of the needs of men: and that not according to his own 
will, but according to the will of Him that ruleth him. Where- 
fore it is not possible that the sun should be God, but a work 
of God ; and in like manner also the moon and stars. 

VII. But those who have thought concerning men of old, that 
some of them are gods, these have greatly erred: as thou, even 
thou, O king, art aware, that man consists of the four elements 
and of soul and spirit, and therefore is he even called World, 
and apart from any one of these parts he does not exist. He has 
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beginning and end, and he is born and also suffers corruption. 
But God, as I have said, has none of this in His nature, but 
He is unmade and incorruptible. On this account, then, it is 
impossible that we should represent him as God who is man by 
nature, one to whom sometimes, when he looketh for joy, grief 
happens ; and for laughter, and weeping befals him; one that is 
passionate and jealous, envious and regretful, along with the 
rest of the other defects: and in many ways more corrupted than 
the elements or even than the beasts. 

And thence, O king, it is right for us to understand the 
error of the Barbarians, that, whereas they have not investigated 
concerning the true God, they have fallen away from the truth 
and have gone after the desire of their own mind, in serving 
elements subject to dissolution, and dead images: and on account 
of their error they do not perceive who is the true God. 

VIII. Let us return now to the Greeks in order that we may 
know what opinion they have concerning the true God. 

The Greeks then because they are wiser than the Barbarians 
have erred even more than the Barbarians, in that they have 
introduced many gods that are made; and some of them they have 
represented as male and some of them as female; and in such a 
way that some of their gods were found to be adulterers and 
murderers, and jealous and envious, and angry and passionate, 
and murderers of fathers, and thieves and plunderers. And they 
say that some of them were lame and maimed; and some of them 
wizards, and some of them utterly mad; and some of them played 
on harps; and some of them wandered on mountains: and some 
of them died outright; and some were struck by lightning, and 
some were made subject to men, and some went off in flight, and 
some were stolen by men; and lo! some of them were wept and 
bewailed by men; and some, they say, went down to Hades; and 
some were sorely wounded, and some were changed into the like- 
ness of beasts in order that they might commit adultery with the 
race of mortal women; and some of them have been reviled for 
sleeping with males: and some of them, they say, were in wedlock 
with their mothers and sisters and daughters; and they say of 
their gods that they committed adultery with the daughters of 
men, and from them was born a certain race which was also 
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mortal. And of some of their goddesses they say that they con- 
tended about beauty and came for judgment before men. The 
Greeks, then, O king, have brought forward what 15. wicked, 
ridiculous and foolish concerning their gods and themselves; in 
that they called such like persons gods, who are no gods: and 
hence men have taken occasion to commit adultery and fornica- 
tion, and to plunder and do everything that is wicked and 
hateful and abominable. For if those who are called their gods 
have done all those things that are written above, how much 
more shall men do them who believe in those who have done 
these things! and from the wickedness of this error, lo! there 
have happened to men frequent wars and mighty famines, and bitter 
captivity and deprivation of all things: and lo! they endure them, 
and all these things befal them from this cause alone: and when 
they endure them they do not perceive in their conscience that 
because of their error these things happen to them. 

IX. Now let us come to the history of these their gods in 
order that we may prove accurately concerning all those things 
which we have said above. 

Before everything else the Greeks introduce as a god Kronos, 
which is interpreted Chiun; and the worshippers of this deity sacri- 
fice to him their children: and some of them they burn while yet 
living. Concerning him they say that he took him Rhea to wife ; 
and from her he begat many sons; from whom he begat also Dios, 


who is called Zeus; and at the last he went mad and, for fear οἵ 


an oracle which was told him, began to eat his children. And 
from him Zeus was stolen away, and he did not perceive it: and 
at the last Zeus bound him and cut off his genitals and cast them 
in the sea: whence, as they say in the fable, was born Aphrodite, 


who is called Astera: and he cast Kronos bound into darkness. , 


Great then is the error and scorn which the Greeks have intro- 
duced concerning the head of their gods, in that they have said 
all these things about him, O king. It is not possible that God 
should be bound or amputated; otherwise it is a great misfortune. 

And after Kronos they introduce another god, Zeus; and they 
say concerning this one, that he received the headship and became 
king of all the gods; and they say concerning him that he was 
changed into cattle and everything else, in order that he might 
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commit adultery with mortal women, and might raise up to him- 
self children from them. Since at one time they say he was 
changed into a bull on account of his passion for Kuropa and for 
Pasiphae ; and again he was changed into the likeness of gold on 
account of his passion for Danae: and into a swan, through his 
passion for Leda; and into a man through his passion for Antiope; 
and into lightning on account of his passion for the Moon: so 
that from these he begat many children: for they say that from 
Antiope he begat Zethus and Amphion; and from the Moon, 
Dionysus; from Alkmena, Herakles; and from Leto, Apollo and 
Artemis; and from Danae, Perseus; and from Leda, Castor and 
Polydeuces and Helene; and from Mnemosyne he begat nine 
daughters, those whom he called the Muses; and from Europa, 
Minos and Rhadamanthus and Sarpedon. But last of all he was 
changed into the likeness of an eagle on account of his passion for 
Ganymede the shepherd. 

Because of these stories, O king, much evil has befallen the 
race of men who are at this present day, since they imitate their 
gods, and commit adultery, and are defiled with their mothers 
and sisters, and in sleeping with males: and some of them have 
dared to kill even their fathers. For if he, who is said to be 
the head and king of their gods, has done these things, how 
much more shall his worshippers imitate him! And great is 
the madness which the Greeks have introduced into their history 
concerning him: for it is not possible that a god should commit 
adultery or fornication, or should approach to sleep with males, 
or that he should be a parricide; otherwise he is much worse 
than a destructive demon. 

X. And again they introduce another god, Hephaestus ; and 
they say of him that he is lame and wearing a cap on his head, and 
holding in his hand tongs and hammer; and working in brass 
in order that therefrom he may find his needed sustenance. [5 
then this god so much in need? Whereas it is impossible for a 
god to be needy or lame: otherwise he is very weak. 

And again they introduce another god and call him Hermes ; 
and they say that he is a thief, loving avarice and coveting gains, 
and a magician and maimed and an athlete and an interpreter of 
words: whereas it is impossible for a god to be a magician, or 
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avaricious, or maimed, or coveting anything that is not his, or an 
athlete: and if it be found to be otherwise, he is of no use. 

And after him they introduce another god, Asclepius; and 
they say that he is a physician and prepares medicines and 
bandages in order that he may satisfy his need of sustenance. [5 
then this god in need? And he at last was struck by lightning 
by Zeus, on account of Tyndareus the Lacedemonian; and so 
he died. If then Asclepius was a god, and when struck by light- 
ning was unable to help himself, how is it that he was able to help 
others? Whereas it is an impossible thing that the divine nature 
should be in need, or that it should be struck by lightning. 

And again they introduce another god and call him Ares, and 
they say that he is a warrior and jealous, and covets sheep and 
things which do not belong to him, and acquires possessions 
through his weapons; and of him they say that at last he com- 
mitted adultery with Aphrodite and was bound by a tiny boy 
Kros, and by Hephaestus the husband of Aphrodite: whereas it is 
impossible that a god should be a warrior or a prisoner or an 
adulterer. 

And again they say of in iacueet that he too is a god, who 
celebrates festivals by night and teaches drunkenness, and carries 
off women that do not belong to him: and at the last they say 
that he went mad and left his female attendants and fled to 
the wilderness; and in this madness of his he ate serpents; and 
at the last he was killed by Titan. If then Dionysus was a god, 
and when slain was not able to help himself; how is it that he 
was able to help others ? 

Herakles, too, they introduce, and then say of him that he is 
a god, a hater of things hateful, a tyrant and a warrior, and a 
slayer of the wicked: and of him they say that at the last he 
went mad and slew his children and cast himself into the fire 
and died. If therefore Herakles be a god and in all these evils 
was unable to stand up for himself, how was it that others were 
asking help from him? Whereas it is impossible that a god should 
be mad or drunken or a slayer of his children, or destroyed by 
fire. 

XI. Andafter him they introduce another god and call him 
Apollo: and they say of him that he is jealous and changeable; and 
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sometimes he holds a bow and a quiver, and sometimes a lyre and 
a plectrum; and he gives oracles to men, in order that he may 
receive a reward from them. [5 then this god in need of reward ? 
Whereas it is disgraceful that all these things should be found 
in a god. 

And after him they introduce Artemis a goddess, the sister 
of Apollo; and they say that she was a huntress; and she carried 
a bow and arrows, and went about on mountains leading dogs, 
either to hunt the deer or the wild boars. Whereas it is disgraceful 
that a maid should go about by herself on mountains and follow 
the chase of beasts. And therefore it is not possible that Artemis 
should be a goddess. 

Again they say of Aphrodite that she forsooth is a goddess; 
and sometimes forsooth she dwells with their gods, and sometimes 
she commits adultery with men; and sometimes she has Ares for 
her lover and sometimes Adonis, who is Tammuz: and sometimes 


forsooth Aphrodite is wailing and weeping for the death of 


Tammuz: and they say that she went down to Hades in order 
that she might ransom Adonis from Persephone, who was the 
daughter of Hades. If then Aphrodite be a goddess and was 
unable to help her lover in his death, how is she able to help 
others? And this is a thing impossible to be listened to, that the 
divine nature should come to weeping and wailing and adultery. 

And again they say of Tammuz that he is a god; and he is 
forsooth a hunter and an adulterer; and they say that he was killed 
by a blow from a wild boar, and was not able to help himself. 
And if he was not able to help himself, how is he able to take 
care of the human race? And this is impossible, that a god 
should be an adulterer or a hunter or that he should have died by 
violence. 

And again they say of Rhea that she forsooth is the mother of 
their gods ; and they say of her that she had at one time a lover 
Atys, and she was rejoicing in corruptible men; and at the last 
she established lamentations, and was bewailing her lover Atys. 
If then ,the mother of their gods was not able to help her lover 
and rescue him from death, how is it possible that she should 
help others? It is disgraceful then that a goddess should lament 
and weep, and that she should have joy over corruptible beings. 
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Again they bring forward Kore; and they say that she was a 
goddess and that she was carried off by Pluto and was not able to 
help herself. If then she is a goddess and was not able to help 
herself, how is she able to help others? For a goddess who is 
carried off is extremely weak. 

All these things, then, O king, the Greeks have introduced 
forward about their gods, and have invented and said concerning 
them: whence all men have taken occasion to do all wicked and 
impure things: and thereby the whole earth has been corrupted. 


XII. Now the Egyptians, because they are more evil and . 


ignorant than all peoples upon the earth, have erred more than 
all men. For the worship of the Barbarians and the Greeks did 
not suffice them, but they introduced also the nature of beasts, and 
said concerning it that they were gods: and also of the creeping 
things which are found on the dry land and in the waters, and of 
the plants and herbs they have said that some of them are gods, 
and they have become corrupt in all madness and impurity more. 
than all peoples that are upon the earth. For of old time they 
worshipped Isis; and they say that she forsooth is a goddess, 
who had forsooth a husband Osiris, her brother; but when forsooth 
Osiris was killed by his brother Typhon, Isis fled with her son 
Horus to Byblos in Syria and was there for a certain time until 
that her son was grown: and he contended with his uncle Typhon 
and killed him, and thereupon Isis returned and went about with 
her son Horus, and was seeking for the body of Osiris her lord, 
and bitterly bewailing his death. If therefore Isis be a goddess, 
and was not able to help Osiris her brother and lord, how is it 
possible that she should help others? Whereas it is impossible 
that the divme nature should be afraid and flee, or weep and 
wail. Otherwise it is a great misfortune. 

But of Osiris they say that he is a god, a beneficent one; 
and he was killed by Typhon and could not help himself; and it is 
evident that this cannot be said of Deity. 

And again they say of Typhon, his brother, that he is a god, 
a fratricide, and slain by his brother’s son and wife since he was 
unable to help himself. And how can one who does not help 
himself be a god ? 

Now because the Egyptians are more ignorant than the rest of 
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the peoples, these and the like gods did not suffice them, but 
they also put the name of gods on the beasts which are merely 
soulless. For some men among them worship the sheep, and 
others the calf; and some of them the pig, and others the shad- 
fish; and some of them the crocodile, and the hawk, and the 
cormorant, and the kite, and the vulture, and the eagle, and the 
crow; some of them worship the cat, and others the fish Shibbuta: 
some of them the dog, and some of them the serpent, and some 
the asp, and others the lion, and others garlic, and onions, and 
thorns, and others the leopard, and the like. 

And the poor wretches do not perceive with regard to all these 
things that they are nought; while every day they look upon 
their gods, who are eaten and destroyed by men, yea even by their 


own fellows; and some of them being burned, and some of them - 


dying and putrifying and becoming refuse; and they do not under- 
stand that they are destroyed in many ways. 

And accordingly the Egyptians have not understood that the 
like of these are not gods, since their salvation is not within their 
own power; and if they are too weak for their own salvation, 
then as regards the salvation of their worshippers pray whence will 
they have the power to help them ? 

XIII. The Egyptians then have erred with a great error, 
above all peoples that are upon the face of the earth. But it 
is a matter of wonder, O king, concerning the Greeks, whereas 
they excel all the rest of the peoples in their manners and in 
their reason, how thus they have gone astray after dead idols 
and senseless images: while they see their gods sawn and polished 
by their makers, and curtailed and cut and burnt and shaped 
and transformed into every shape by them. And when they 
are grown old and fail by the length of time, and are melted 
and broken in pieces, how is it that they do not understand 
concerning them that they are not gods? And those who have 
not ability for their own preservation, how will they be able to 
take care of men? But even the poets and philosophers among 
them being in error have introduced concerning them that they 
are gods, things like these which are made for the honour of God 
Almighty; and being in error they seek to make them lke to 
God as to whom no man has eyer seen to whom He is like: nor is 
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he able to see Him’; and together with these things they intro- 
duce concerning Deity as if it were that deficiency were found 
with it; in that they say that He accepts sacrifice and asks for 
burnt-offering and libation and murders of men and temples. But 
God is not needy, and none of these things is sought for by Him: 
and it is clear that men are in error in those things that they 
imagine. But their poets and philosophers introduce and say, ταϑ 
that the nature of all their gods is one; but they have not under- 
stood of God our Lord, that while He is one, He is yet in all. They, 
then, are in error; for if, while the body of man is many in its 
parts, no member is afraid of its fellow, but whilst it is a com- 
posite body, all is on an equality with all: so also God who is one 
in His nature has a single essence proper to Him, and He is 
equal in His nature and His essence, nor is He afraid of Himself. 
If therefore the nature of the gods is one, it is not proper that 
a god should persecute a god, nor kill nor do him that which is 
evil. 

If then gods were persecuted and transfixed by gods, and some 
of them were carried off and some were struck by lightning; it is 
clear that the nature of their gods is not one, and hence it is clear, 
O king, that that is an error which they speculate about the 
nature of their gods, and that they reduce them to one nature. 
If then it is proper that we should admire a god who is visible 
and does not see, how much more is this worthy of admiration 
that a man should believe in a nature which is invisible and 
all-seeing! and if again it is right that a man should investigate 
the works of an artificer, how much more is it right that he 
should praise the Maker of the artificer! For behold! while the 
Greeks have established laws, they have not understood that by 
their laws they were condemning their gods; for if their laws are 
just, their gods are unjust, who have committed transgression in 
killing one another and practising sorcery, committing adultery, 
plundering, stealing and sleeping with males, along with the rest 
of their other doings. But if their gods excellently and as they 
describe have done all these things, then the laws of the Greeks 
are unjust ; and they are not laid down according to the will of 
the gods; and in this the whole world has erred. 

1ΠῚ Mere, Vale 10: 
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For as for the histories of their gods, some of them are myths, 
some of them physical, and some hymns and songs: the hymns and 
songs, then, are empty words and sound; and as to the physical, if 
they were done as they say, then they are not gods, since they 
have done these things and suffered and endured these things: 
and these myths are flimsy words, altogether devoid of force. 

XIV. Let us come now, O king, also to the history of the Jews 
and let us see what sort of opinion they have concerning God. 
The Jews then say that God is one, Creator of all and almighty: 
and that it is not proper for us that anything else should be wor- 
shipped, but this God only: and in this they appear to be much 
nearer to the truth than all the peoples, in that they worship God 
more exceedingly and not His works; and they imitate God by 
reason of the love which they have for man; for they have compas- 
sion on the poor and ransom the captive and bury the dead, and 
do things of a similar nature to these: things which are acceptable 
to God and are well-pleasing also to men, things which they have 
received from their fathers of old. Nevertheless they too have 
gone astray from accurate knowledge, and they suppose in their 
minds that they are serving God, but in the methods of their 
actions their service is to angels and not to God, in that they 
observe sabbaths and new moons and the passover and the great 
fast, and the fast, and circumcision, and cleanness of meats: which 
things not even thus have they perfectly observed. 

XV. Now the Christians, O king, by going about and seeking 
have found the truth, and as we have comprehended from their 
writings they are nearer to the truth and to exact knowledge than 
the rest of the peoples. For they know and believe in God, the 
Maker of heaven and earth, in whom are all things and from whom 
are all things: He who has no other god as His fellow: from whom 
they have received those commandments which they have engraved 
on their minds, which they keep in the hope and expectation of 
the world to come; so that on this account they do nok commit 
adultery nor fornication, they do not bear false witness, they do not 
deny a deposit, nor covet what is not theirs: they honour father 
and mother; they do good to those who are their neighbours, and 
when they are judges they judge uprightly; and they do not 
worship idols in the form of man; and whatever they do not 
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wish that others should do to them, they do not practise towards 
any one’, and they do not eat of the meats of idol sacrifices, for 
they are undefiled: and those who grieve them they comfort, and ; 
make them their friends; and they do good to their enemies: 
and their wives, O king, are pure as virgins, and their daughters 
modest: and their men abstain from all unlawful wedlock and 
from all impurity, in the hope of the recompense that is to come 
in another world: but as for their servants or handmaids, or their 
children if any of them have any, they persuade them to become 
Christians for the love that they have towards them; and when 
they have become so, they call them without distinction brethren : 
they do not worship strange gods: and they walk in all humility 
and kindness, and falsehood is not found among them, and they 
love one another: and from the widows they do not turn away 
their countenance: and they rescue the orphan from him who does 
him violence: and he who has gives to him who has not, with- 
out grudging ; and when they see the stranger they bring him to 
their dwellings, and rejoice over him as over a true brother; for 
they do not call brothers those who are after the flesh, but those 
who are in the spirit and in God: but when one of their poor 
passes away from the world, and any of them sees him, then he 
provides for his burial according to his ability; and if they hear 
that any of their number is imprisoned or oppressed for the name 
of their Messiah, all of them provide for his needs, and if it is 
possible that he may be delivered, they deliver him. 

And if there is among them a man that is poor or needy, and 
they have not an abundance of necessaries, they fast two or three 
days that they may supply the needy with their necessary food. 
And they observe scrupulously the commandments of their 
Messiah: they live honestly and soberly, as the Lord their God 
commanded them: every morning and at all hours on account of 
the goodnesses of God toward them they praise and laud Him: 
and over their food and over their drink they render Him thanks. 
And if any righteous person of their number passes away from the 
world they rejoice and give thanks to God, and they follow his 
body, as if he were moving from one place to another: and when a 
child is born to any one of them, they praise God, and if again 

1 Cf. Teaching of the Twelve Apostles, ec. 1—4. 
Η. Α. 4 
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it chance to die in its infancy, they praise God mightily, as for 
one who has passed through the world without sins. And if 
again they see that one of their number has died in his iniquity 
or in his sins, over this one they weep bitterly and sigh, as over 
one who is about to go to punishment: such is the ordinance of 
the law of the Christians, O king, and such their conduct. 

XVI. As men who know God, they ask from Him petitions 
which are proper for Him to give and for them to receive: and 
thus they accomplish the course of their lives. And because they 
acknowledge the goodnesses of God towards them, lo! on account 
of them there flows forth the beauty that is in the world. And 
truly they are of the number of those that have found the truth 
by going about and seeking it, and as far as we have compre- 
hended, we have understood that they only are near to the know- 
ledge of the truth. 

But the good deeds which they do, they do not proclaim in the 
ears of the multitude, and they take care that no one shall perceive 
them, and hide their gift, as he who has found a treasure and 
hides it’. And they labour to become righteous as those that 
expect to see their Messiah and receive from Him the promises 
made to them with great glory. 

But their sayings and their ordinances, O king, and the glory 
of their service, and the expectation of their recompense of reward, 
according to the doing of each one of them, which they expect 
in another world, thou art able to know from their writings. It 
sufficeth for us that we have briefly made known to your majesty 
concerning the conversation and the truth of the Christians. For 
truly great and wonderful is their teaching to him that is willing 
to examine and understand it. And truly this people is a new 
people, and there is something divine mingled with it. Take now 
their writings and read in them, and lo! ye will find that not of 
myself have I brought these things forward nor as their advocate 
have I said them, but as I have read in their writings, these things 
I firmly believe, and those things also that are to come. And 
therefore I was constrained to set forth the truth to them that 
take pleasure therein and seek after the world to come. 

And I have no doubt that the world stands by reason of 

1 Matt. xiii, 44. 


OF ARISTIDES. δ 


the intercession of Christians. But the rest of the peoples are 
deceived and deceivers, rolling themselves before the elements of 
the world, according as the sight of their understanding is un- 
willing to pass by them ; and they grope as if in the dark, because 
they are unwilling to know the truth, and like drunken men they 
stagger and thrust one another and fall down. 

XVII. Thus far, O king, it is I that have spoken. For as to 
what remains, as was said above, there are found in their other 
writings words which are difficult to speak, or that one should 
repeat them; things which are not only said, but actually done. 

The Greeks, then, O king, because they practise foul things 
in sleeping with males, and with mother and sister and daughter, 
turn the ridicule of their foulness upon the Christians; but the 
Christians are honest and pious, and the truth is set before their 
eyes, and they are long-suffering ; and therefore while they know 
their error and are buffeted by them, they endure and suffer 
them: and more exceedingly do they pity them as men who are 
destitute of knowledge: and in their behalf they offer up prayers | 
that they may turn from their error. And when it chances that 
one of them turns, he is ashamed before the Christians of the 
deeds that are done by him: and he confesses to God, saying, 
In ignorance I did these things: and he cleanses his heart, and 
his sins are forgiven him, because he did them in ignorance in 
former time, when he was blaspheming and reviling the true 
knowledge of the Christians. And truly blessed is the race of the 
Christians, more than all men that are upon the face of the earth. 

Let the tongues of those now be silenced who talk vanity, and 
who oppress the Christians, and let them now speak the truth. , 
For it is better that they should worship the true God rather 
than that they should worship a sound without intelligence ; and 
truly divine is that which is spoken by the mouth of the Christians, 
and their teaching is the gateway of light. Let all those then 
approach thereunto who do not know God, and let them receive 
incorruptible words, those which are so always and from eternity : 
let them, therefore, anticipate the dread judgment which is to 
come by Jesus the Messiah upon the whole race of men. 


The Apology of Aristides the Philosopher is ended. 
4—2 
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p. 35, 1. 4 (<3). We have given in the introductory remarks the reasons 
for believing that the words Rxa\X οὐ and τλ DIvt are a part of 
the name of the emperor addressed. Both of these words, however, might 
have been used generally, as royal adjectives. For example, in the recently 
published Acta Mar Kardaghi of Abbeloos p. 87 they occur as titles of the 
king of Persia: 


alsa win πω Ans παν scx wia 


which Abbeloos renders by “contra adorabilem regem regum.” 
ποθ Sista mals ula (rex regum clemens jussit). 


[The plural points in these two titles, though obviously wrong, have been 
retained in our text, in accordance with the principle of reproducing the 
punctuation of the MS. exactly as it stands. In the first sentence the MS. 
has a slight stop after ~~ onl τό , while there is no stop after As Nasorw. 
‘Almighty’ can only be retained as an epithet of the Deity: but possibly 
there has been some confusion of the original, which may have run: περὶ 
θεοσεβείας" αὐτοκράτορι, κ.τ.λ.] 

1. 7 (τὸ 7. The demonstration of Divine Providence from the contem- 
plation of the heavenly bodies is common to all forms of Theistic teaching : 
consequently it occurs freely in Christian Apologetics. We may compare 
the following passages : 

Melito, Oration to Antoninus Caesar (Cureton, Spice. Syr. p. 46). “He hath 
set before thee the heavens, and He has placed in them the stars. He hath 
set before thee the sun and the moon, and they every day fulfil their course 
therein...He hath set before thee the clouds which by ordinance bring water 
from above and satisfy the earth: that from these things thou mightest 
understand, that He who moveth these is greater than they all, 


[.ace tadrs ponlas (a Se pica ὥστ] 
and that thou mightest accept the goodness of Him who hath given to thee a 
mind by which thou mayest distinguish these things.” 


Origen, De Principiis, τι. 1. 5. “But that we may believe on the authority 
of Holy Scripture, that such is the case, hear how in the books of Maccabees, 
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where the mother of the seven martyrs exhorts her son to endure torture, this 
truth is confirmed: for she says, ‘I ask of thee, my son, to look at the heaven 
and earth, and at all things which are in them, and beholding them, to know 
that God made all these things when they did not exist.’” [2 Mace. vii. 28.] 

Id. τν. 1. 7. “The artistic plan of a providential Ruler is not so evident 
in matters belonging to the earth, as in the case of the sun, moon and 
stars.” 

1.11 (p11). Cf Melito, Oration p. 50. “He made the lights that His 
works might behold one another, and He concealeth Himself in His might 
from all His works.” 

[l. 11 (p13). smsdheaa. If this reading be correct, the Ethpa. 
seems to be here used in the sense of ‘sibi investigare,’ of which only one 
example is cited in the Thes. Syr., viz. from the unpublished Hexaem. of Bar 
Cephas. The context however of the quotation shews that there at least such 
a meaning is inadmissible. The words (kindly supplied by Dr Zotenberg) 


are: AC WasIw fi camls coats his Ὡν ale 
em εξ oam phar vw cl casa Sai - ack 
wouls we paashsa aac οὐδοῦ durian hoodia 
ον π om G2 aam amd wi Stain ἐπα -e_acals 

-e_acals whils Agee As\ pniwa 


11. 14, 15 (τό 14, 15).. A comparison with the Armenian suggests that 
something has fallen out here. The Syriac cannot be translated as it stands. 
The Greek unfortunately fails us at this point. ] 

1. 19 (e 19). The early Christian teachers emphasised strongly this 
belief that the world was made for the sake of man: consequently we must 
not assume, if we find the same statement in Justin Martyr, that the idea 
was borrowed from Aristides, for it is a part of the regular second-century 
teaching. The following parallels may be quoted : 

Justin, Apol. 1.10. καὶ πάντα τὴν ἀρχὴν ἀγαθὸν ὄντα δημιουργῆσαι αὐτὸν ἐξ 
ἀμόρφου ὕλης Ov ἀνθρώπους δεδιδάγμεθα. 

Dial. 41. ἵνα ἅμα τε εὐχαριστῶμεν τῷ θεῷ ὑπέρ τε τοῦ τὸν κόσμον ἐκτικέναι 
σὺν πᾶσι τοῖς ἐν αὐτῷ διὰ τὸν ἄνθρωπον. 

Ps. Justin, Ep. ad Diogn. 10. ὁ γὰρ θεὸς τοὺς ἀνθρώπους ἠγάπησε, δι᾽ οὺς 
ἐποίησε τὸν κόσμον, οἷς ὑπέταξε πάντα, κτέ. 

1. 23 (= 5). Cf Philo, Δ) αρφηνθγίδ, p. 70: ἐν θεῷ μόνον τὸ τέλειον καὶ 
ἀνενδεές, ἐν δὲ ἀνθρώπῳ τὸ ἐπιδεὲς καὶ ἀτελές. 

Id. de Fortitudine § 3. Ὃ σπουδαῖος ὀλιγοδεής, ἀθανάτου καὶ θνητῆς φύσεως 
μεθόριος. ; 
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Acta Mar Kardaghi (ed. Abbeloos, p. 30) : 

rnsio oO 6. αὐ πέσ. ὐωπ δον δι, 37 
oe αὐτό Roam A ᾿ς αὐτό 

1. 28 (= 8). The same philosophical opinion will be found almost in 
the same words in Eustathius contra Arianos quoted in John of Damascus, 
Parallels p. 314, 

πᾶν τὴν ἀρχὴν ἔχον, καὶ τελος ἐπιδέχεται" TO δὲ τέλος ἐπιδεχόμενον, φθορᾶς 
ἐστὶ δεκτικόν. 

1. 80 (9 10). We may compare the following passages from Justin and 
from the Epistle to Diognetus, in view of Jerome’s statement that Justin 
imitated Aristides, and the modern theory of Doulcet as to the authorship 
of the anonymous epistle to Diognetus. 

Justin, Apol. 1.9. ov yap τοιαύτην ἡγούμεθα τὸν θεὸν ἔχειν τὴν μορφήν, ἥν 
φασί τινες εἰς τιμὴν μεμιμῆσθαι. 

Justin, Apol. τι. 6. ὄνομα δὲ τῷ πάντων πατρὶ θετόν, ἀγεννήτῳ ὄντι, οὐκ ἔστιν᾽ 
ᾧ γὰρ ἂν καὶ ὄνομά τι προσαγορεύηται, πρεσβύτερον ἔχει τὸν θέμενον τὸ ὄνομα. 

Justin, Dial. 4. φησὶ γὰρ Πλάτων, jv δ᾽ ἐγώ, αὐτὸ τοιοῦτον εἶναι τὸ τοῦ νοῦ 
ὄμμα καὶ πρὸς τοῦτο ἡμῖν δεδόσθαι, ὡς δύνασθαι καθορᾶν αὐτὸ ἐκεῖνο τὸ ὃν εἰλικρινεῖ 
αὐτῷ ἐκείνῳ, 6 τῶν νοητῶν ἁπάντων ἐστὶν αἴτιον, οὐ χρῶμα ἔχον, οὐ σχῆμα, οὐ 
μέγεθος, οὐδὲ οὐδὲν ὧν ὀφθαλμὸς βλέπει. 

Justin, Apol. τ. 10. ἀλλ᾽ οὐδὲ δέεσθαι τῆς παρ᾽ ἀνθρώπων ὑλικῆς προσφορᾶς 
προσειλήφαμεν τὸν θεόν, αὐτὸν παρέχοντα πάντα ὁρῶντες. 

Ep. ad Diogn. 3. 6 γὰρ ποιήσας τὸν οὐρανὸν καὶ τὴν γῆν καὶ πάντα τὰ ἐν 
αὐτοῖς, καὶ πᾶσιν ἡμῖν χορηγῶν ὧν προσδεόμεθα, οὐδενὸς ἂν αὐτὸς προσδέοιτο τούτων 
ὧν τοῖς οἰομένοις διδόναι παρέχει αὐτός. 

[p. 36, 1. 19 (ἃς 2). ἴδωμεν Gr. (p. 100, 1. 16) Arm., εἴδωμεν Syr. A com- 
parison between the Gr. and Syr. shews a like variation in ἢ 18 (Gr. p. 101, 
1. 3) and AG 18 (Gr. p. 104, 1. 1). 

1.18 (X_8). ‘The head of the race of their religion.’ This seems to be 
a conflation of the two phrases which occur lower down: ‘the head of their 
race,’ and ‘the beginning of their religion.’ It should be simply ‘the head of 
their race,’ as we see from the Greek. | 

1, 23 (AX 19). The Armenian has ‘Kadmus the Sidonian and Dionysus 
the Theban.’ Cf. Herod. 11. 91 τὸν yap Δαναὸν καὶ τὸν Avykéa ἐόντας Xeppiras 
ἐκπλῶσαι ἐς τὴν Ἑλλάδα, and 11. 49 παρὰ Κάδμου τε τοῦ Τυρίου καὶ τῶν σὺν . 
αὐτῷ ἐκ Φοινίκης. But Kadmus is a Sidonian in Eur. Bacch. 171 and Ovid, 
Met. tv. 571. 

[l. 27 (X17). The statement that the people received the name of 
‘Hebrews’ from Moses is peculiar to the Syr. and Arm. translations. ] 

1. 29 (X20). The writer not only deduces the name of the Christians 


from the title of their founder, but he is also ready, like Justin and other 
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fathers, to compare the name with the Greek word χρηστός, as we shall see 
in the closing chapter. The following parallels may be noted in Justin. 

Justin, Apol. 1.12. Ἰησοῦς Χριστός, ἀφ᾽ οὗ καὶ τὸ χριστιανοὶ ἐπονομάζεσθαι 
ἐσχήκαμεν. 

Dial. 63. τῇ ἐκκλησίᾳ τῇ ἐξ ὀνόματος αὐτοῦ γενομένῃ καὶ μετασχούσῃ τοῦ 
ὀνόματος αὐτοῦ, χριστιανοὶ γὰρ πάντες καλούμεθα. 

Ibid. 138. ὁ γὰρ χριστός, πρωτότοκος πάσης κτίσεως ὧν, καὶ ἀρχὴ πάλιν 
ἄλλου γένους γέγονεν, τοῦ ἀναγεννηθέντος ὑπ᾽ αὐτοῦ δ ὕδατος καὶ πίστεως καὶ 
ξύλου, τοῦ τὸ μυστήριον τοῦ σταυροῦ ἔχοντος, ὃν τρόπον καὶ ὁ Νῶε κτέ. 

1. 82 (ἃς 285. With the closing words of this sentence we may compare 
the Syriac Acts of John (ed. Wright), p. 37, 

iam smasd mx πεν 15 “las τς waa 
where we should correct the text so as to read ‘“‘and when formed as a child 
in the womb He was with His Father.” 

1. 34 (x 1). The Gospel is clearly a written one, and not the general 


message (εὐαγγέλιον. In c. xvi. we again find Aristides offering the 
Emperor the Christian Scriptures. 


[l. 38 (8 5). The Greek text has καὶ τελέσας τὴν θαυμαστὴν αὐτοῦ οἰκονομίαν. 
Cf. Justin, Dial. 103, and Otto’s note on that passage, where the use of oiko- 


vopiu is illustrated. In the Syriac jayS is unsatisfactory. It can hardly be 


intended to represent (οἰκονομίαν) τινά. Possibly it is a corruption of some 
word which corresponded to θαυμαστήν. ] 


Ρ. 37, 1. 1 (4 6). Another instance of the formula ‘He was crucified by 
the Jews,’ beyond those to which we have already drawn attention, may be 
found in a fragment of Melito preserved by Anastasius Sinaita; 


Ὃ θεὸς πέπονθεν ὑπὸ δεξιᾶς ᾿Ισραηλίτιδος, 


for which the Syriac rendering is given by Cureton, Spic. Syr. m= seals 
Miss — WA) λιπιω έν wale. A.\o weal’ 
dul toa 


In later times we may expect to find similar language, though the expres- 
sion itself disappears from the Creed. In Acta Mar Kardaghi p. 37 we have 
the following (loquitur Satanas), 


dlica whoara ad δὰν ἡ risa 
sams commldh hide Διὰ ας ths 
J mlziats τος ποῦ. wins addon ac 
and again in p. 74 5 
πϊποο sMadsoin AM ZIM SaxaD duraca 


The idea of the Jews being the special agents of Satan in the Crucifixion 
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comes out also in an unpublished ᾿Αντιλογία between the Devil and Christ, 
which is preserved in a Ms. at Jerusalem (Cod. 66, S. Sep.), where we read 

Kai ὁ διάβολος λέγει: Πορεύσομαι πρὸς Ανναν καὶ Καϊάφαν τοὺς ἀρχιερεῖς τοὺς 
ἐμοὺς Ιουδαίους - καὶ ποιήσω αὐτοὺς ἵνα σὲ σταυρώσωσι. 

[Compare also the Letter of Pilate in the Acts of Peter and Paul § 42 
(Tisch. Acta Apocr., Lips. 1851, p. 17): of δὲ ἐσταύρωσαν αὐτόν, καὶ ταφέντος 
αὐτοῦ φύλακας κατέστησαν ἐπ᾽ αὐτόν. 

1. 20 (π 25). The injunction to have a care that your gods be not stolen 
is not uncommon with the early Christians, and it is not improbable that 
they were able to refer to special and notable cases of violation of temples 
and mutilation of images. We may refer, at all events, to the following 
parallels : 

Justin, Apol. 1.9. καὶ τῶν ἱερῶν ἔνθα ἀνατίθενται φύλακας τοιούτους καθισ- 
τάναι, μὴ συνορῶντας ἀθέμιτον καὶ τὸ νοεῖν ἢ λέγειν ἀνθρώπους θεῶν εἶναι φύλακας. 

Ep. ad Diogn. 2. τοὺς μὲν λιθίνους καὶ ὀστρακίνους σέβοντες ἀφυλάκτους, 
τοὺς δὲ ἀργυροῦς καὶ χρυσοῦς ἐγκλείοντες ταῖς νυξὶ καὶ ταῖς ἡμέραις φύλακας 
παρακαθιστάντες ἵνα μὴ κλαπῶσιν. 

1. 26 (eo 5). Compare c. vu. From the “Teaching of the Apostles” 
(c. VI. 3) onwards, idolatry is known as a ‘worship of dead gods’: e.g. Melito, 
Oration p. 43, “But I affirm that also the Sibyl has said respecting them, 
that it is the images of kings, who are dead, they worship.” 

p- 38, 1. 1 (e3 19). The writer now proceeds to discuss the views of those 
who either sought the First Principle in one of the elements or imagined it 
to be located in one of the heavenly bodies. And it is common for the early 
Christian writers to demolish the philosophic schools in detail according as they 
found them referring the origin of all things to water, as Thales; or air, as 
Anaximenes; or fire, as Heraclitus; or earth, as Pherecydes and Xenophanes. 
We may compare Plutarch De placitis philosophorum τ. 3, and then notice how 
the Christian apologists deal with the matter. The writer of the Epistle to 
Diognetus thinks that, if a god is to be found amongst the elements, one 
element or created thing is as good as another : 

Ep. ad Diogn. 8. οἱ μὲν πῦρ ἔφασαν εἶναι τὸν θεόν (οὗ μέλλουσι χωρήσειν 
αὐτοί, τοῦτο καλοῦσι θεόν)" οἱ δὲ ὕδωρ" οἱ δ᾽ ἄλλο τι τῶν στοιχείων τῶν ἐκτισμένων 
ὑπὸ θεοῦ- καίτοιγε, εἴ τις τούτων τῶν λόγων ἀπόδεκτός ἐστι, δύναιτ᾽ ἂν καὶ 
τῶν λοιπῶν κτισμάτων ἕν ἕκαστον ὁμοίως ἀποφαίνεσθαι θεόν. 

Melito deals even more shortly with the matter, and in a rude common- 
sense manner says that we may call a creature God without making it to be 
divine : 

Oration, p. 42. “And if, therefore, a man.,..say that there is another God, 
it is found from his own words that he calleth some created thing God. 
For if a man call fire God, it is not God, because it is fire; and if a man 
call the waters God, they are not God, because they are waters; and if this 
earth which we tread upon, and if those heavens which are seen by us, and 
if the sun, or the moon, or one of those stars which run their course by 
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ordinance and rest not, nor proceed by their own will—and if a man call 
gold and silver gods: are not these things that we use as we please?” 

It will be seen that their treatment of the subject was superficial, no other 
treatment being, in fact, necessary. Aristides, however, takes the matter 
more seriously and examines each case in detail by the light of his previously 
stated axioms concerning the divine nature. 

[1.1 (e919). ἔλθωμεν Gr., ἐπανέλθωμεν Syr. Comp. also ἊΣ 18 (Gr. p. 104, 
Ise); 


1. 86 (1 10). Saoyaaa. Probably for τ οἵαϑα, examples of which 
are given under Ma in the Thes. Syr. 

p. 39,1. 1 (1 11). « aathaalsn. This phrase, ‘your majesty,’ does 
not in any way suggest that more than one person is addressed. 

1. 11 (Δ 20). A probable emendation is τό δυο ϑ ee rrsaxs. 


1. 97 (99 13). cond bur’ Rouse. This slight emendation brings the 
Syr. into more literal accordance with the Gk. The expression μερισμὸν 
ἔχοντα seems also to have suggested the next sentence in the Syriac, where it 
is combined with the preceding words εἰς χρῆσιν τῶν ἀνθρώπων. 

1. 37 ὡς 1). Similar language is applied to the heaven in a paragraph 
found only in the Gr. (p. 101, 1. 30) καὶ ἐκ πολλῶν συνεστῶτα᾽ διὸ καὶ κόσμος 
καλεῖται. Where the reference is to man, we should have expected μικρὸς 
κόσμος. See Suicer, 7165. τι. 369 (1728). <A treatise was written on this 
subject (ian wala rez3t20) by Ahudhemmeh (7+ 4.D. 575). 
See Bibl. Or. m1. 1. 194. 

p. 40, ll. 22 ff. (2 2-12). In this classification of the gods of the Greeks 
the principal points in which the Syr. differs from the Gr. are: (1) ἀδελφοκτότ ous 
(p. 104, 1. 7) is not represented. It is absent also from the Pemb. Coll. MS. of 
the Greek. (2) After μαινομένους two clauses are inserted, the one taken from 
the description of Apollo (es 21, 22), and the other from that of Artemis 
(Qs 5). (3) An additional clause is inserted after καὶ φυγάδας γενομένους. 
(4) Two additional clauses, the one taken from the description of Aphrodite 
(Qs 15), the other probably from that of Tammuz (Qs 23), are inserted after 
the words καὶ κοπτομένους καὶ θρηνουμένους. 

It may be remarked that the Greek participles just quoted are both ren- 
dered as passives (‘wept and lamented by men’) by the Syr. translator. The 
Latin version omits them: the translation of Billyus is: ‘‘nonnullos vulnera 
accepisse, ac lamenta edidisse.”] 

1. 25 ( 7). He is referring to Apollo, Poseidon and Asklepios: cf. 
Tertullian, Aol. 14, Hic Apollinem Admeto regi pascendis pecoribus addicit, 
116 Neptuni structorias operas Laomedonti locat. Est et illis de lyricis 
(Pindarum dico) qui Aescolapium canit avaritiae merito, quia medicinam 
nocenter exercebat, fulmine iudicatum. 
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[l. 33 ( 12). ogee The Pah. and Aph. of JAX_= moechari 
are not given in the Lexicons. The use of the former is however a marked 
feature in the language of our translator. It occurs again =» 9 with A ; 
«ὦ. 12, absol.; a 20 and ἃ» 11, with =. Compare ἽἼΠ, Targ. 
Job xxxvi. 20. We have an instance of the Aph. in Mat. v. 32 (Cur.) 
cal YX QsAM = ποιεῖ αὐτὴν μοιχευθῆναι 

p. 41, 1. 20 (ws 14. Gr. p. 104, 1. 22). The Syr. supports neither ὅπως 
nor ὁ πρῶτος. 

1. 21 (es 15). The translator gives the Syriac name for Saturn, As : 
In the Classical Review for June 1890, p. 259, Prof. Margoliouth reviewing 
Budge’s Pseudo-Callisthenes remarks as follows, “On p. 9 after the name of 
each planet we are told what the Persian for it is: surely this implies that 
the book which the translator had before him was in Persian. I will quote 
one of these, because Mr Budge has by accident missed the truth. The name 


of Saturn is omitted from the list, but instead we read, the colour A 


of a black stone, and the horoscopus of helani which is called in Persian Farnig. 
Mr Budge would emend Farnig’, but it is a Persian word signifying Saturn...... 


Hence — AX ‘colour’ must stand for a word signifying Satwrn; and this 
will be the Persian ols which the translator has read és ps ‘colour’.” 

It would seem to be a more direct process simply to emend the Syriac 
εἰν αις. into « Aa. 

p. 42, 1. 2 (3. 10). The amours of the gods are, as might have been 


expected, the staple of early Christian apologetics. A few references may 
be given in illustration of the scornful summary of Olympic history given by 
Aristides. 

Justin, Apol. τ. 21. πόσους yap υἱοὺς φάσκουσι τοῦ Διὸς οἱ παρ᾽ ὑμῖν 
τιμώμενοι συγγραφεῖς, ἐπίστασθε: Ἕ ρμῆν μέν, λόγον τὸν ἑρμηνευτικὸν καὶ πάντων 
διδάσκαλον, ᾿Ασκληπιὸν δέ, καὶ θεραπευτὴν γενόμενον, κεραυνωθέντα ἀνεληλυθέναι 
εἰς οὐρανόν, Διόνυσον δὲ διασπαραχθέντα, Ἡρακλέα δὲ φυγῇ πόνων ἑαυτὸν πυρὶ 
δόντα, τοὺς ἐκ Λήδας δὲ Διοσκούρους, καὶ τὸν ἐκ Δανάης Περσέα;... 

Justin, Apol. τ. 25. θεῷ δὲ τῷ ἀγεννήτῳ καὶ ἀπαθεῖ ἑαυτοὺς ἀνεθήκαμεν, ὃν 
οὔτε ἐπ᾽ ᾿Αντιόπην καὶ τὰς ἄλλας ὁμοίως οὐδὲ ἐπὶ Τανυμήδην Ov οἶστρον ἐληλυθέναι 
πειθόμεθα. 

fecog. Clement. x. 22. “Antiopen Nyctei versus in Satyrum corrupit: ex 
qua nascuntur Amphion et Zethus; Alcemenam, mutatus in virum eius 
Amphitryonem; ex qua nascitur Hercules: Aeginam Asopi, mutatus in 
aquilam, ex qua nascitur Aeacus. Sed et Ganymedem Dardani mutatus 
nihilominus in aquilam stuprat; Mantheam Phoci, mutatus in ursum; ex 
qua nascitur Arctos: Danaen Acrisii, mutatus in aurum; ex qua nascitur 
Perseus: Europen Phoenicis, mutatus in taurum; ex qua nascitur Minos, et 
Rhadamanthus Sarpedonque: Eurymedusam Achelai, mutatus in formicam ; 
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ex qua nascitur Myrmidon: Thaliam Aetnam nympham, mutatus in vulturem ; 
ex qua nascuntur apud Siciliam Palixi: Imandram Geneani apud Rhodum, 
mutatus in imbrem: Cassiopiam, mutatus in virum eius Phoenicem ; ex qua 
nascitur Anchinos: Ledam Thesti, mutatus in cycnum; ex qua nascitur 
Helena: et iterum eandem, mutatus in stellam; ex qua nascuntur Castor et 
Pollux: Lamiam, mutatus in upupam: Mnemosynen, mutatus in pastorem ; 
ex qua nascuntur Musae novem: Nemesin, mutatus in anserem: Semelen 
Cadmiam mutatus in ignem; ex qua nascitur Dionysus,” etc. 

See also Ps. Justin, Oratio ad Gentiles=Ambrose, Hypomnemata (Cure- 
ton, Spice. Syr. pp. 68, 64) for a similar sketch to that of Aristides. 


[l. 4 (sas 11). Pasiphae is an erroneous insertion in the Syriac. 
1, 6 (sue 18). τιν seems to be an attempt to render σάτυρον. In the 
Syriac of Ambrose (Spic. Sy. AN 16) the Greek word is transliterated. 


1. 7 (a2 14. S3mwon. Our translator seems to have read SEAHNHS 
for SEMEAHS. 
L 11 (as 19). .wanalaa wala .warssagiaa wala, 


‘Castor and Polydeuces and Helene (αὶ ττῦ) and Paludus.’ This last word 
is a vow nihili; and the confusion has arisen in the following manner. The 
Greek has ‘Castor and Helene and Polydeuces.’ The Syriac scribe has written 
Polydeuces in its more obvious position immediately after Castor, and then 
the second Polydeuces has suffered corruption. 

1. 18 (Aw 6. Gr. p. 105, 1. 16). τῶν θεῶν αὐτῶν Codd. AW. Syr. 


1. 30 (Se 16). mamta τό ϑας ἌΣΟΟΟ in the Syr. alone. Comp. 
‘cum pilleo Vulcanus et malleo.’ Arnob. adv. nat. vi. 12.] 

1. 31 (-ἃς» 17). For the ornaments made by Hephaestus, and sarcastic 
Christian remarks thereon, we may cite 

Tatian, Oratio ad Giraecos, ¢. VIII. ‘O yap ἀμφιγυήεις, ὡς εἰκός, ὁ πόρπας 
καὶ γναμπτὰς ἕλικας δημιουργών τοῖς κοροκοσμίοις ἠπάτησε THY ἀμήτορα παῖδα καὶ 
ὀρφανήν (sc. ᾿Αθηνᾶν). 

[l. 87 (π» 2). mANax&, ‘maimed.’ The Greek has κυλλόν : but it 
is an impossible epithet for Hermes. The corruption however must have been 
a very early one. The Pembroke College MS. has δόλιον as a suggestion in 
the margin ; but this is merely a conjectural emendation of the seventeenth 
century. The Latin version has ‘uersipellem.’ Probably κυλλὸν has slipped 
in from the description of Hephaestus just above. It may be noted however 
that ‘versipellis’ = 127) Prov. xiv. 25, Vulg., where the LXX. has δόλιος, 
which is elsewhere used as an epithet of Hermes. If therefore the Latin 
really represents a Greek word, and is not a mere guess, δόλιον would seem to 
be appropriate, and it is not very unlike κυλλόν. 

MINA (‘and an athlete’), An addition in the Syr., referring to Hermes 
as the inventor of the palaestra. Comp. ‘curat Mercurius ceromas, pugillati- 
bus et luctationibus praeest,’ Arnob, adv. nat. U1. 23. 


60 THE APOLOGY OF ARISTIDES. 


p. 43,1. 7 (πὸ 11). The Syr. read Λακεδαίμονα or Λακεδαιμόνιον and omitted 
viov. 
1. 25 (eas 7). ὑπὸ τῶν Τιτάνων. Comp. Arnob, adv. nat. τ. 41, v.19. The 
Syr. has the singular. 

1, 29 (eras 12). wal... oad τσ. Peculiar to the Syriac. 
Comp. τά τ᾽ ἐχθρὰ μισεῖν, Eur. Here, Fur. 586. 

Ῥ. 44, 1.1 (ers 21,22) SMewania witdiao, lit. ‘a cithara, and a 
striker’ (cf. » 5). This last word might mean the ‘plectrum’; or it might 
mean another musical instrument. Cf. Arnob, adv. nat. vi. 12, ‘cum plectro 
et fidibus Delius,’ 

The Greek has κιθάραν καὶ ἐπαυθίδα (or ἐπανθίδα, or ἐπαυλίδα). The emen- 
dations πληκτίδα and πηκτίδα have little to commend them. The Latin version 
has ‘ tibiam.’] 

1. 31 (ys 5). [The paragraph on Rhea and the following one on Proserpine 
are not in the Greek.] The Fathers not infrequently allude to the myth of 
Rhea and Atys. [Cf. Tatian, ad Graecos, 8, Ῥέα μὲν yap, ἣν οἱ ἀπὸ τῶν Φρυγίων 
ὀρῶν Κυβέλην φασίν,...διὰ τὸν ἐρώμενον ταύτης "Αττιν.] 

The story is apparently Phrygian in origin, though very similar in its 
details to forms from the further East. Lucian (De dea Syra, 33) de- 
scribing the three images in the temple at Hierapolis says that the first 
two are Zeus and Hera, and the third καλέεται δὲ σημήιον καὶ ὑπ᾽ αὐτῶν 
᾿Ασσυρίων οὐδέ τι ὄνομα ἴδιον αὐτῷ ἔθεντο. Baethgen (Beitrédge zur Semitischen 
Religionsgeschichte) p. 73 most ingeniously conjectures this to be ἃ mis- 
understanding of Lucian’s; onpetov=NNN=NNV which last stands for Atti or 
Atys: the name appearing in a variety of forms, sometimes alone, sometimes 
combined with other deities, and sometimes as a factor in proper names: e.g. 
in Bardesanes De Fato we are told that the men of Edessa down to the time 
of Abgar used to sacrifice their foreskins to Tharatha: this seems to be a 
late form NNy ny=INWwy-+_NNy or Istar+ Atta. 

As to the establishment of dances in honour of Atys, these are a 
characteristic feature of Semitic orgiastic worship. One of the best illustra- 
tions is the temple of Baal-Marcod, which stauds on a spur of the Lebanon 
above Beyrout, and where there are many inscriptions from the ancient 
temple built into the walls of a modern convent. The name implies Lord of 
Dances and in one inscription given by Waddington (Inser. Syr. No. 1855) is 
directly paraphrased as κοίρανε κώμων. 


[p. 45, 1. 11 (sma 2). ete’ AS dues in the Syriac alone, taken 
from the formula in 1. 9.] 

1, 22 (3x2 13). According to our apologist Isis fled to Byblos in Syria; 
and this agrees with Plutarch De Jside et Ostride, that Byblos was a sanc- 
tuary of Isis; now we know from Lucian De Dea Syra c. 6 that the great 
sanctuary at Byblos was a sanctuary of Aphrodite Βυβλίη (cf. Strabo xvi. 2, p. 
362 Βύβλος -ε᾽ Αδώνιδος ἱερά). We should therefore have to assume that 


NOTES ON THE SYRIAC VERSION. ΟἹ 


Byblos was the centre at once of an Isis-cult and an Aphrodite-cult which is 
the same thing as an Astarte-cult, for our apologist tells us to equate the 
Greek Aphrodite to the Syrian Astera. We must then assume either that 
the two forms of worship existed side by side, or that there had been a fusion 
of the two cults, the latter hypothesis being favoured by the similarity be- 
tween the case of Aphrodite weeping for Tammuz and Isis lamenting Osiris. 
Moreover the confusion extends to the personalities of Osiris and Adonis: 
and Movers quotes from Stephanus of Byzantium as follows : ᾿Αμαθοῦς πόλις 
Κύπρου ἀρχαιοτάτη, ἐν ἣ Αδωνις ἤοσιρις ἐτιμᾶτο ὃν Αἰγύπτιον ὄντα Κύπριοι καὶ 
Φοίνικες ἰδιοποιοῦντο. 

Whether, then, we pay attention to the dead gods or the wailing goddesses, 
there is a great similarity in the matter of the two religions, And we have 
suggested that in the sanctuary at Byblos the two cults may have been 
carried on side by side. One other question suggests itself, viz. whether they 
may not both be modifications of some earlier worship. We have some 
reason for believing that the original Byblos-worship was that of the Assyrian 
Baaltis, for Philo Byblius says that this city was the gift of Cronos to 
Baaltis. Now this Baaltis, the Assyrian mother of the gods, appears in the 
west in a Greek form, first under the name of Mylitta by a common change 
in the pronunciation of b and m. But this Mylitta is affirmed by Herodotus 
to be capable of equation with Aphrodite (1. 131 καλέουσι δὲ ᾿Ασσύριοι τὴν 
᾿Αφροδίτην Μύλιττα) and this would iead us to recognize in the sanctuary 
at Byblos an original sanctuary of Mylitta. 


[p. 46, 1. 2 ὡ» 6). We should probably read ~2&3N and transfer 


Rasal> to the preceding clause.] 

L 3 (A 7). The local variation in the Egyptian worship appears in 
Herodotus and is alluded to by the Christian fathers : 

Herod. τι. 69. τοῖσι μὲν δὴ τῶν Αἰγυπτίων ἱροί εἶσι of κροκόδειλοι, τοῖσι δὲ 
οὔ, ἀλλὰ ἅτε πολεμίους περιέπουσι. 

Justin, Apol. τ. 24. ἄλλων ἀλλαχοῦ καὶ δένδρα σεβομένων καὶ ποταμοὺς καὶ 
μῦς καὶ αἰλούρους καὶ κροκοδείλους καὶ τῶν ἀλόγων ζώων τὰ πολλά. 

Recog. Clement. ν. 20. “Nam alii eorum bovem qui Apis dicitur colendum 
tradidere, alii hircum ; alii gattas ; nonnulli ibin; quidam serpentem ; piscem 
quoque, et caepas et cloacas, crepitus ventris, pro numinibus habendos esse 
docuerunt : et alia innumerabilia quae pudet etiam nominare.” 

[See Mayor’s notes to Juv. Sat. xv., for a storehouse of references on this 
point. | 

Of the objects of worship mentioned by Aristides, some are rather 
difficult to identify. The first question that arises is with regard to the 


animal denoted by sayz. In the Dublin MS. of the Fables of Syntipas, 
Fable 45, we find 
Mido dusak’ Matz 


The word therefore stands for a cat. The fable to which we have referred is 
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No. 40 in Landsberger’s Fabeln des Sophos. The Syriac reference is due to 
Prof. Bensly. 

[ oats. = αἴλουρος occurs in Lagarde’s Geop. 116. 19 (Gr. xtv. 4), and 
the form IAW in Geop. 114. 22 (Gr. xtv. 15).] 

Twice there is an allusion to sacred fish, once in a general manner, 
where we should perhaps correct IAI to KIS, thus placing the dove 
with the rest of the sacred birds ; and once in a special manner where the 
name of the fish is given as Shibbuta. What fish is this? Is it the same as 
the λεπιδωτὸς of Herodotus (11. 72) ? 

νομίζουσι δὲ καὶ τῶν ἰχθύων τὸν Kadevpevov λεπιδωτὸν ἱρὸν εἶναι καὶ τὴν 
ἔγχελυν. we 

The name of the fish is found in the Arabic Lexicons as ΒΡ, : and in 
Freytag it is described as being like a shad (alosa) but three times larger, and 
is said to be exported from the Euphrates to Aleppo. Cf. Levy, Veuhebriiisches 
und Chaldiiisches Wérterbuch, Iv. pp. 496, 678. 

For a similar account of this fish we may refer to a note by Kosegarten in 
Z. D. M. G. tv. 349. Kosegarten merely quotes the Kamus and Freytag, but 
an editorial note adds that the fish in question is the Latin rhombus, i.e. the 
turbot. 

[-τ ταλω, ‘silurus,’ ‘the shad-fish’ (cf. Mayor’s note on Juv. Sat. Iv. 32). 
This comes in somewhat inappropriately: and it may have arisen from a 
misreading of αἴλουρος. ‘The cat’ however is represented lower down by 
πόροις. 

τσας, ‘the fish, is evidently out of place here in the midst of the birds, 
and indeed it is repeated later on, ‘the fish Shibbuta.’ It would be easy 
to emend RIAs, ‘the dove’; but all the birds are of the ravenous type. 
There is just a possibility that sas wiz may have been the original 
word. It occurs in the Pesh. Vers. of Levit. xi. 17, where the corresponding 
word in the A. V. is ‘the cormorant.’ 

1. 14 ἃ» 18). e_amaais 7. The Syriac translator read ἑταίρων 
for ἑτέρων. 

1. 27 (& 6). Here the language may be illustrated by a reference 
to Justin, Apol. τ. 9, τί yap δεῖ εἰδόσιν ὑμῖν λέγειν ἃ τὴν ὕλην οἱ τεχνῖται 
διατιθέασι E€ovres καὶ τέμνοντες καὶ χωνεύοντες καὶ τύπτοντες; and Ep. ad Diogn. 
2, οὐχ ὃ μὲν αὐτῶν λιθοξόος, ὃ δὲ χαλκεύς, ὃ δὲ ἀργυροκόπος, ὃ δὲ κεραμεὺς 
ἔπλασεν ; 

[p. 47, 1. 20 (τά 15, 16). Our translator has evidently taken τὴν τῶν 
θεῶν φυσιολογίαν in the sense of ‘the counting of the natures of the gods.’] 

p. 49) AD (XA 21). The description given of the Christians in this 
chapter recalls in many points the “Teaching of the Apostles.” To begin 
with, we have the golden rule in a negative form, which may be compared 
with the first chapter of the Teaching, and with a similar Syriac sentence 
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given as a saying of Menander in Land, Anecdota τ. 69, from Cod. Mus. 
Britt. 14658, fol. 166 7, as follows : 


oeh τλ wiawl duc. πο 
= ~ sassa\ 


which is a very different rendering from that of Aristides, and may be 
suspected from its ascription to Menander to be a translation of some 
metrical form of the golden rule. 

The version in Aristides, from its setting in the text of the Apology, 
between two precepts against idolatry, viz. idols in the form of man, and 
meats offered to idols, reminds one of the Codex Bezae which completes the 
rule of the Council at Jerusalem (Acts xv. 29) by adding the words 

kai ὅσα μὴ θέλετε ἑαυτοῖς yeiver Oat, ἑτέρῳ μὴ ποιεῖν. 
But whether the sentence stood in this connexion in the primitive Didascalia, 
we cannot say. 

Other parallels will suggest themselves, as when Aristides describes 
Christian practice in words that seem to answer to 

οὐ μοιχεύσεις, οὐ πορνεύσεις, οὐ Ψευδομαρτυρήσεις, οὐκ ἀποστερήσεις, οὐκ 
ἐπιθυμήσεις τὰ τοῦ πλησίον, 
which does not differ much from ὁ. 11. of the Teaching. The parallelisms, 
however, are only just sufficient to suggest an acquaintance with the Teaching 
on the part of Aristides; and his whole presentation of Christian ethics is 
vastly superior to anything in the Didaché, and can only be paralleled for 
beauty and spirituality in the pages of Tertullian. 

πο το 1) eprmaan, ‘they comfort.’ This is a mistranslation of 
the Greek word παρακαλοῦσιν, which in this place clearly means not ‘to com- 
fort,’ but ‘ to exhort.’] 

p. 50, 1. 37 (AS 17). The belief that the world stands by reason of the 
Christians occurs also in the following passages : 

Justin, Apol. τ. 45. ἕως ἂν...συντελέσθῃ ὁ ἀριθμὸς τῶν προεγνωσμένων αὐτῷ 
ἀγαθῶν γινομένων καὶ ἐναρέτων, δι᾿ ovs καὶ μηδέπω τὴν ἐπικύρωσιν πεποίηται. 

Justin, Apol. 11. 7. ὅθεν καὶ ἐπιμένει ὁ θεὸς τὴν σύγχυσιν καὶ κατάλυσιν τοῦ 
παντὸς κόσμου μὴ ποιῆσαι...διὰ τὸ σπέρμα τών χριστιανῶν, ὃ γινώσκει ἐν τῇ φύσει 
OTL αἰτιον ἐστιν.- 

Ep. ad Diogn. 6. χριστιανοὶ κατέχονται μὲν ὡς ἐν φρουρᾷ τῷ κόσμῳ, αὐτοὶ 
δὲ συνέχουσι τὸν κόσμον. 

The extract from the Epistle to Diognetus is nearer to the idea of 
Aristides than the passages quoted from Justin. 


[l. 37 (AS 17). ala = whavta a\ dula. An instance of 
the so-called ieonaatie negative retained from the Greek. Cf. Plato Hip. 
min. 369 D ἐγώ τοι οὐκ ἀμφισβητῶ μὴ οὐχὶ σὲ εἶναι σοφώτερον ἢ ἐμέ.] 

Ῥ. ὅ1, 1. 2 (as 19). The expression Οὐδ ἀν δι ξο which we have ren- 
dered “rolling themselves,” occurs again in Melito, Oration (Cureton, Spie. 


Syr. p. Ma. 25), 
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duc pwedsa wsiw As hin Axvwhs wis 
ZX wis whas ul 


(“Why rollest thou thyself upon the earth, and offerest supplication to 
things which are without perception ?”) 
[1.19 (νΝ» 7). τέλυναν, ‘ridicule,’ ‘scorn.’ This word seems often 


to be confused with τάδ, ‘horror,’ which occurs as a variant for it, 


2 Pet. ii. 18 (compare the Urmi edition of 1846 and the New York edition of 
1886): cf. 4 Mace. 14. 1.] 

1. 32 (.9a& 4). For the expression “gateway of light” cf. Barnab. 18, 
ὋὉδοὶ δύο εἰσὶν διδαχῆς καὶ ἐξουσίας, ἢ τε τοῦ φωτὸς καὶ ἡ τοῦ σκότους, and 
Justin, Dial. 7, εὔχου δέ σοι πρὸ πάντων φωτὸς ἀνοιχθῆναι πύλας" οὐ γὰρ 
συνοπτα οὐδὲ συννοητὰ πᾶσίν ἐστιν, εἰ μή τῳ θεὸς δῷ συνιέναι καὶ ὁ χριστὸς αὐτοῦ. 

1. 36 (ω.λῷ 8). The concluding words may be compared with Justin 
Dial. 58, ἐν ἧπερ μέλλει κρίσει διὰ τοῦ κυρίου pov ᾿Ιησοῦ Χριστοῦ ὁ ποιητὴς 
τῶν ὅλων θεὸς ποιεῖσθαι. 

It will be seen that we have given especial attention to the illustrations 
furnished to the text of our author by the undoubted writings of Justin and 
by the Epistle to Diognetus. We have not, however, been able to agree with 
the opinion of Doulcet in reference to the latter writing, nor with the 
tradition of Jerome in reference to Justin’s imitation of Aristides. It may, 
however, be taken for granted, from the parallels adduced, that Justin and 
Aristides are nearly contemporary. 
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While Mr Harris was passing the preceding pages through 
the press, he kindly allowed me to read the proof sheets of his 
translation of the Syriac. Shortly afterwards as I was turning 
over Latin Passionals at Vienna in a fruitless search for a lost MS. 
of the Passion of 5. Perpetua, I happened to be reading portions 
of the Latin Version of the ‘ Life of Barlaam and Josaphat,’ and 
presently I stumbled across words which recalled the manner and. 
the thought of Aristides. Turning back to the beginning of a 
long speech, I found the words: ‘Ego, rex, providentia Dei veni 
in mundum; et considerans celum et terram, mare et solem et 
lunam, et cetera, admiratus sum ornatum eorum. The Greek text 
of ‘Barlaam and Josaphat’ is printed in Migne’s edition of the 
works of S. John of Damascus: and it was not long before I was 
reading the actual words of the Apologist himself: ᾿γὼ, βασιλεῦ, 
προνοίᾳ θεοῦ ἦλθον εἰς τὸν κόσμον" καὶ θεωρήσας τὸν οὐρανὸν Kal 
γῆν καὶ θάλασσαν, ἥλιόν τε καὶ σελήνην καὶ τὰ λοιπὰ, ἐθαύμασα 
τὴν διακόσμησιν τούτων. It was with some impatience that I 
waited for my return to Cambridge, in order to examine the 
proof sheets again, and so to discover by a comparison of 
the Syriac Version how much of our author was really in our 
hands in the original tongue. 

To what extent then does the Greek speech in ‘ Barlaam and 
Josaphat’ correspond to the Syriac Version of the Apology of 
Aristides? In other words: How far may we claim to have 
recovered the original Apology in the language in which it was 
written ? 

The circumstances under which the Greek has been preserved 
at all demand first a brief notice. ‘The Life of Barlaam and 
2 


5 
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Joasaph (or Josaphat)’ is the title of a religious romance, which, 
by a tradition dating at the latest from the 11th century, has been 
connected with the name of S. John of Damascus. It is true 
that SS. Barlaam and Josaphat find a place in the Calendars of 
both the Eastern and Western Churches: but it has long been 
recognised that their ‘ Life’ is a working up of the Indian legend 
of Sakya Mouni, or Buddha; and a number of the apologues scat- 
tered over the piece have also been identified as Eastern stories 
of a very early date. 

The popularity of the book has rarely been equalled in the 
history of literature. Before the 13th century it had been trans- 
lated into almost every known language of the world; an Icelandic 
Version was made about the year 1200 by the order of a Norwegian 
king; and there is an early English rendering in metre. 

It has lately been argued, and I think with success, by 
Zotenberg’, that the book is much earlier than the time of 8. John 
of Damascus; and that the matter which it has in common with 
several of his works is drawn from previous writers such as 
Gregory Nazianzen and Nemesius. This being so, it may well go 
back to the 6th century, or perhaps earlier still. 

The outline of the story is as follows. An Eastern king, named 
Abenner, persecutes the Christians, and especially the monks, 
whom he expels from India. He is childless; but at length the 
young prince Josaphat is born, and the astrologers, as in 
the case of Buddha, predict for him an extraordinary greatness. 
They add however that he will become a Christian. This his 
father determines to prevent. He encloses him in a magnificent 
palace ; allows none but young and beautiful attendants to approach 
him; and forbids the mention of sorrow, disease and death, and 
above all of Christianity. When the prince is grown to man’s 
estate he asks his father to give him liberty. His entreaties are 
at length successful, as it seems that otherwise his life will be 
saddened, and the first step will have been taken towards his 
reception of the forbidden faith. He is allowed to drive out, but 
the way. is carefully prepared beforehand, and guarded from the 


1 Notice sur le livre de Barlaam et Joasaph, Paris, 1886. A useful summary of 
the literature on ‘B. and J.’ is given by Krumbacher in Iwan von Miiller’s Hand- 
buch der alt. Wissensch. vol. 9, pt. 1, p. 469, 
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intrusion of sad sights and sounds. At last precaution fails, and 
he sees one day a lame man and a blind man, and another day a 
man wrinkled and tottering with age. He inquires whether 
accidents may befal any man, and whether every man must come 
at last to miserable old age or death. There is but one answer : 
and the joy has fled from his life. 

A monk of the desert, Barlaam by name, is divinely warned of 
the prince’s condition; and comes disguised as a merchant, and 
obtaims entrance to the prince to shew him a most goodly pearl. 
In a long discourse, into which Gospel parables and Eastern 
apologues are skilfully woven, he expounds to him the vanity of 
the world and the Christian hope of the life to come. In the 
end the prince is baptized, and Barlaam disappears into the 
desert. The king, distracted with rage on the one hand and love 
for his son on the other, casts about for means to shake his faith. 
A wily counsellor propounds a plan. An old man, who closely 
resembles Barlaam and who is an admirable actor, is to defend 
the cause of Christianity in an open debate. He is to make a 
lame speech, and be easily refuted by the rhetoricians. The 
prince, seeing his instructor baffled, will renounce his newly 
accepted faith. 

The day comes, and Nachor, for this is the old man’s name, 
appears to personate Barlaam. Josaphat addresses him in vigor- 
ous terms, reminding him of the difficulties in which his instruc- 
tions have involved him, and promising him a miserable fate if 
he fails to prove his point. Nachor is not reassured by this mode 
of address; but after some preliminary fencing on the part of 
the rhetoricians he begins to speak. Such, says our author, was 
the providence of God, that like Balaam of old he had come 
to curse, but he ended by blessing with manifold blessings. Or, 
as he says again, lowering his metaphor; ‘He beckoned to the 
multitude to keep silence, and he opened his mouth, and like 
Balaam’s ass he spake that which he had not purposed to speak ; 
and he said to the king: I, O king, by the providence of God 
came into the world....’ 

The Apology of Aristides carried the day: and, to cut the long 
story short, Nachor himself and finally the king and his people 
were converted: and at last Josaphat, who in due course succeeds 


70 THE ORIGINAL GREEK 


his father, resigns his kingdom and retires to spend his days with 
Barlaam in the desert’. 


What modifications then were required to fit the Apology 
for its new surroundings? Surprisingly few. 
(1) The king is of course addressed throughout: but this 
is so in the original piece. Only a short sentence at the end 
praises the wise choice of the king’s son. 


(2) The fourfold division of mankind into Barbarians and 
Greeks, Jews and Christians, was out of place in an Indian 
court. We find in its stead a triple division—Worshippers of 
false gods, Jews and Christians: and the first class is subdivided 
into Chaldeans, Greeks and Egyptians, as being the ringleaders 
and teachers of heathenism to the rest of the world’. 


(3) A short passage at the close, i which the Christians 
are defended from the foul charges so often brought against them 
in the first days, was out of date and consequently has disap- 
peared. 


(4) IPfwe add to this that there are traces of compression 
here and there, and that the description of the Christians at the 
close is considerably curtailed, we have exhausted the list of 
substantial modifications which can with certainty be detected. 


The substance of the Apology then is for the most part faith- 
fully preserved: but can we say that with the exceptions already 
named we have the actual Greek words of Aristides himself? 

The first and most obvious test to apply is that of comparative 
length. The Syriac is, speaking roughly, half as long again as 
the Greek: and this difference is not fully accounted for by the 
combination in the latter of the preliminary statements about the 
Jews and the Christians with the fuller descriptions of them given 
later on, and by the omission of nearly two pages at the close. 


1 A small fragment (below, p. 104), which is omitted from its proper place in 
Nachor’s speech, is embodied in an early part of the book (Bois. p. 49). We thus 
see that the writer had the Apology before him at the outset of his work, and 
designed his plot with the definite intention of introducing it. 

2 See, however, below, p. 90; where reasons are given which tend to shew 
that the Greek has preserved the original triple division, as against the Syriac and 
the Armenian. 
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The fact is that the Syriac has a large number of repetitions and 
not a few additional details which are absent from the Greek. 
Thus at the end of each description of the several gods and 
goddesses of the heathen, the Syriac Version points the moral 
and drives home the inevitable conclusion: and again such his- 
tories as those of Kronos and of Isis and Osiris are somewhat 
more elaborately told in this form of the Apology. 

Are we then to conclude that the Syriac translator has en- 
larged upon his original, and supplemented it here and there from 
his own resources? Or must we say that the author of ‘ Barlaam 
and Josaphat’ found the Apology too long for his purpose, and 
pruned away unnecessary details ? 

The second hypothesis has a pruma facie probability, and the 
general reputation for faithfulness of Syriac translators might 
point us in the same direction. On the other side it is to be 
observed that, even when read in the light of the Syriac Version, 
the Greek form is still felt to be a harmonious and consistent 
whole: and it certainly does not convey the impression of serious 
mutilation. The genius of the author, in so framing his plot as 
perfectly to suit the Apology which he intended to introduce, 
needs no further praise than is involved in the fact that hitherto 
no one has had the remotest suspicion that he did not write the 
speech of Nachor himself. If anything could make his genius 
appear more extraordinary still, it would be the proof that he 
had consistently compressed the original document in almost 
every alternate sentence without leaving any traces of rough 
handling: but such proof is at present not forthcoming. In the 
absence of further documents, the question must be decided 
largely by internal evidence and the minute investigation of the 
poimts of difference. But there are two external sources from 
which light may be thrown upon the problem. 


(1) In 1855 Cureton published in his Spicilegiwm Syriacum 
a treatise bearing the title: ‘Hypomnemata, which Ambrose, a 
chief man of Greece, wrote ;’ and commencing with the words: 
‘Do not suppose, men and Greeks, that without fit and just 
cause 15 my separation from your customs.’ These words are 
the literal translation of the opening sentence of the Oratio ad 
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Gentiles traditionally ascribed to Justin Martyr: Μὴ ὑπολάβητε, 
ὦ ἄνδρες “EXAnves, ἄλογον ἢ ἀνεπίκριτον εἶναί μου τὸν ἐκ τῶν 
ὑμετέρων ἐθὼν χωρισμόν. 

When we compare the original Greek with the Syriac Version 
of this document, we find that in point of length they stand to one 
another exactly as do the Greek and Syriac forms of the Apology 
of Aristides: that is to say, in either case the Syriac is about half 
as long again as the Greek. Moreover, as in the case of our 
Apology, the variation begins to shew itself immediately after 
the first sentence, which I have quoted. For the Greek continues 
thus: οὐδὲν yap ἐν αὐτοῖς εὗρον ὅσιον ἢ θεοφιλές. αὐτὰ yap Ta TOV 
ποιητῶν ὑμῶν συνθέματα λύσσης καὶ ἀκρασίας ἐστὶ μνημεῖα. τῷ 
γὰρ ἐν παιδείᾳ παρ᾽ ὑμῖν προὔχοντι φοιτῶν τις πάντων ἀνθρώπων 
ἐστὶν ἀργαλεώτατος. πρώτιστα μὲν yap pact τὸν ᾿Αγαμέμνονα, 
x.7T.X. But the Syriac replaces this by the following, as Cureton 
renders it: ‘For I have investigated the whole of your wisdom of 
poetry, and rhetoric, and philosophy; and when I found not 
anything right or worthy of the Deity, I was desirous of in- 
vestigating the wisdom of the Christians also, and of learning 
and seeing who they are, and when, and what is this its recent 
and strange production, or on what good things they rely who 
follow this wisdom, so as to speak the truth. Men and Greeks, 
when I had made the enquiry I found not any folly, as in the 
famous Homer, who says respecting the wars of the two rivals, 
“for the sake of Helen. many of the Greeks perished at Troy, 
far from their beloved home.” For first they say respecting 
Agamemnon,’ Wc. 

Here then we have a similar problem to that of the Apology of 
Aristides ; and in this case we are not hampered by the considera- 
tion that the Greek may possibly have been abbreviated to fit 
it for incorporation mto a religious novel. Few will be disposed 
to challenge the verdict of Otto’, that the Syriac translator has so 
altered and amplified his original as almost to have produced a 
new work. 

We may give one more illustration of the manner in which the 
translator has proceeded. We have seen already that he has 
paraded at the outset his independent acquaintance with Homer. 


1 Justini Opera, tom. 2, p. xxix. 
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Where Ulysses is alluded to, later on, the Greek has a sentence 
full of satire and liable to be misunderstood. ‘O yap ᾿Ιθακήσιος 
Λαερτιάδης ἐκ κακίας ἀρετὴν ἐνεπορεύσατο' ὅτι δὲ ἀγαθῆς φρο- 
νήσεως ἄμοιρος ἣν, ὁ κατὰ τὰς Σειρῆνας διάπλους ἐδήλωσεν, 
ὅτε μὴ ἠδυνήθη φρονήσει ἐμφράξαι τὴν ἀκοήν. Corresponding to 
this we find in the Syriac Version: ‘But respecting the guile 
of Odysseus, son of Laertes, and bis murders, who shall tell ? 
For to a hundred and ten suitors in one day his house was a 
grave, and was filled with dead bodies and blood. And he it is 
that by his wickedness purchased praises, because by the ex- 
cellence of his wisdom he was concealed: and he it is that, as ye 
say, sailed over the sea, and heard the voice of the Sirens, because 
he stopped his ears with wax.’ 

The translator then has first supplemented his author by 
introducing fresh details about Ulysses: and then he has totally 
missed the meaning of the Greek. He has obviously read it as if 
it were δ ἀγαθῆς φρονήσεως ἀμαυρὸς ἢν, ‘through the excellence 
of his wisdom he kept himself in the dark.’ Then not seeing the 
point of φρονήσει ἐμφράξαι, he simply tells us that ‘he stopped 
his ears with wax.’ This of course the hero did not do: and the 
translator has got the Homeric story wrong: nor shall we mend 
matters much by inserting with Cureton the word ‘not’ after ‘and 
heard.’ We see at any rate plainly enough what was this Syrian’s 
conception of a translator’s function when his author seemed 
obscure. 

The parallel between the two Apologies is the more striking, 
because the line of argument in these Hypomnemata vividly recalls 
parts of Aristides, and the same illustrations of the misdemeanours 
of the gods frequently reappear in almost the same language. The 
satire of the so-called Ambrosius is a much keener weapon than the 
simple narrative of Aristides: but there is not the same intensity of 
moral earnestness. It is quite credible that the later Apologist 
had the work of Aristides before him when he wrote, and endea- 
voured to reproduce the same arguments in what he thought was 
a more telling manner. Thus he says: “Avayvwte τῷ Διί, ἄνδρες 
“Ἕλληνες, τὸν KATA πατρολῳῶν νόμον καὶ TO μοιχείας πρόστιμον 
καὶ THY παιδεραστίας αἰσχρότητα (cf. infra p. 109, 1. 7). And 
again: Τί σεμνὸν ἐπιδείκνυται γυνὴ ὅπλοις κεκοσμημένη, K.T.D. 
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(cf. p. 106, 1. 24). And once more: Θέτω τὸν ζῆλον Ἥφαιστος, 
καὶ  POoveita, εἰ πρεσβύτης ὧν Kal KUAXNOS TOV πόδα μεμίσητο, 
Ἄρης δὲ πεφίλητο νέος ὧν καὶ ὡραῖος (cf. p. 105, 1. 18). 

Enough then has been said to shew that a Syriac translator, 
finding an early Greek Apology and desiring to reproduce it in his 
own language, might have no scruple whatever in dealing very 
freely with his author, in expunging sentences which he was not 
able or did not care to translate, and in supplementing the original 
here and there out of his own resources. The Syriac translator of 
the Oratio ad Gentiles has clearly so treated his unknown author ; 
and this fact removes any ὦ priori objection to the supposition 
that the Syriac translator of Aristides has acted in a similar way. 


(2) We are fortunate in having an additional source of evi- 
dence in the Armenian fragment which contains the opening sen- 
tences of the Apology. The Armenian translator has clearly done 
what we have had some reason to suspect in the case of the Syriac 
translator. He has dealt freely with his original, adding words and 
even sentences, and introducing the stock phrases of a later theology. 
But this, while it diminishes very considerably the amount of the 
evidence which can be produced from his version, does not materially 
affect its value as far as it goes. Phrases which are only found in 
the Armenian, or only found in the Syriac, may be dismissed as 
possibly the inventions of the respective translators: but there 
remains a considerable quantity of matter common to the two 
Versions, which therefore presupposes a Greek original. The 
question we have to ask is: What is the relation of this common 
matter to the Greek text now in our hands ? 


A preliminary point however demands attention: Is the 
Armenian translated from the Syriac, or is it an mdependent 
translation made directly or indirectly from the Greek itself? 

A few instances in which the Armenian corresponds with the 
Greek against the Syriac will suffice to shew that it cannot come 
from the Syriac as we now have it. 

In the opening sentence we have προνοίᾳ and ‘ providentia’ 
(Arm.) against ‘goodness’ (Syr.). Immediately afterwards σελήνην 
and ‘luna’ (Arm.), which the Syriac omits. Lower down ‘rectorem’ 
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three times corresponds to parts of διακρατεῖν, but there is nothing 
to answer to these in the Syriac. In the Christological passage 
near the end of the fragment, ‘una cum Spiritu Sancto’ (Arm.) 
answers to ἐν πνεύματι ἁγίῳ: and here again the Syriac has no 
equivalent. 

Moreover in the description of the Divine nature the Armenian 
Version says: ‘Ei neque colores sunt neque forma,’ or as Mr 
Conybeare renders it ‘Colour and form of Him there is not. This 
corresponds to the Syriac phrase: ‘He has no likeness, nor 
composition of members.’ The Greek fails us here: but we may 
suppose that the Greek word which has been variously rendered 
‘colour’ and ‘likeness’ was χρῶμα, as in the passage quoted by 
Mr Harris from Justin (supra p. 54): οὐ χρῶμα ἔχον, οὐ σχῆμα. 

We may conclude then that the Armenian Version is not 
made from the Syriac Version in its present form’: and similar 
arguments could be adduced, if there were any necessity, to shew 
that the Syriac Version is independent of the Armenian. 


I have mentioned already almost all the cases in which the 
Syriac fails to reproduce in any form matter which is common to 
the Greek and the Armenian. They scarcely make up between 
them more than a dozen words. The additional matter found only 
in the Syriac Version is more considerable. 

First, there is the second title which introduces the name of 
Antoninus Pius, and so conflicts with the first which has the 
support of the Armenian’®. 

Then we have the following phrases: 


(a) Who is hidden in them and concealed from them: and 
this 15 well known, that... 


1 See however p. 90, where the fourfold division of mankind, common to Syr. 
and Arm., is further criticised. 

2 Mr Harris inclines to accept this second title of the Syriac Version as the 
true one: see above, pp. 7 ff. But the course of the present argument tends to 
shew that the Syriac translator has introduced many arbitrary changes on his own 
account: and this makes me the more unwilling to accept his testimony against 
that of the Armenian Version, which has moreover the explicit statement of Kusebius 
to support it. The circumstances under which the Greek has been preserved to us 
necessitated the omission of the title altogether; so that no direct evidence on the 
point reaches us from that quarter. 
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(6) And in saying that He is complete, I mean that there 
is no deficiency in Him. 

(c) And that which has an end is dissoluble. 

(d) From man He asks nothing. 

(e) Who begat...from whom was born...who begat. 

(f) Of their religion (bis). 

(g) And it is said that (in the Christological statement)... 
and clad Himself with...and they say that...who are well known. 


I have taken no account of the many places in which the two 
Versions wander far from each other, and yet seem to have some 
common basis. Here the Armenian is obviously the worst offender, 
and its interpolations are far more numerous. 


We now turn to the Greek itself in the passage covered by the 
Armenian fragment, in order to see first of all to what extent what 
we actually have faithfully represents the Greek words which 
underlie the Syriac and Armenian Versions. 

(1) The first sentence which bears the appearance of com- 
pression is the following: ἀνώτερον πάντων τῶν παθῶν καὶ 
ἐλαττωμάτων, ὀργῆς τε καὶ λήθης καὶ ἀγνοίας καὶ τῶν λοιπῶν. 
This seems to bring together several more expanded phrases 
witnessed to by the two Versions, which however do not agree 
with one another sufficiently closely to allow us to make a 
certain reconstruction. 


(2) In the sentence, ὅπως ἴδωμεν τίνες αὐτῶν μετέχουσι 
τῆς ἀληθείας καὶ τίνες τῆς πλάνης, a word, corresponding to 
‘praefatas’ (Arm.) and ‘which we have spoken concerning Him’ 
(Syr.), has dropped out before ἀληθείας: and instead of τῆς 
πλάνης there must have been a verb in the original; ‘ab eis 
erraverint’ (Arm.), ‘have erred therefrom’ (Syr.). The difference 
is of course exceedingly shght in itself: but it is important from a 
critical point of view, when we are testing the faithfulness with 
which the author of ‘Barlaam and Josaphat’ has preserved to us 
the original Apology. We may probably trace in this sentence 
the influence of an almost identical one, which comes later on, 
after the preliminary descriptions of the four races have been 
given. As the Greek combines these descriptions with the fuller 
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accounts afterwards given, it brings the parallel sentences close 
together. 

(3) The division of mankind into three races, and not four, 
has been already noticed’. 

(4) It is just at this point that the most serious divergence 
is found: viz., the omission of the preliminary descriptions of the 
races, as noted above. This was perhaps the result of the change 
in the method of their division, which rendered unsuitable the 
sentences which immediately followed. 


Once more, we have to ask how much is there which can be 
shewn, by the united testimony of the Versions, to have stood in 
the original Greek, and which yet finds no place in the Greek 
which has survived. 


(1) In the first line both Versions have ‘into this world,’ 
while the Greek has εἰς τὸν κόσμον : but the demonstrative may 
perhaps only be an attempt to represent the Greek article. The 
first real gap is eight lines lower down, where the Versions 
are very divergent’, but yet point to some common original. It 
is probable that the Greek text at this point was difficult or 
corrupt, and so was omitted altogether by the author of ‘ Barlaam 
and Josaphat. The topic is the difficulty and uselessness of 
elaborate investigation concerning the Divine nature: and the 
conclusion is drawn ‘that one should fear God and not grieve 
man’ (Syr.), ‘utpote unum Deum nos adorare oportet: unum- 
quemque autem nostrum proximum suum sicut semetipsum 
diligere’ (Arm.). To this the Greek has nothing to correspond. 


(2) For the list of properties of the Divine nature we 
have in the Greek merely the compressed sentence, part of which 
was quoted above. The Versions agree in tellmg us more fully 
that ‘God is not begotten, not made’; ‘without beginning, because 
that which has a beginning has also an end’; ‘ without name, 
because that which has a name belongs to the created’; ‘ without 
likeness (Arm. ‘colores,’ implying χρώμα in the Greek) and com- 
position of members (Arm. ‘forma,’), for he who possesses this is 
associated with things created’ (Arm. ‘mensurabilis est, limiti- 


1 See above, p. 70; and further remarks on p. 90. 
? The Syriac is untranslateable as it stands, 
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busque cogitur’); ‘neither male nor female’ (Arm. adds ‘quia 
cupiditatibus agitatur qui huic est distinctioni obnoxius’); ‘the 
heavens do not contain Him: but the heavens and all things 
visible and invisible are contained in Him’; ‘He has no ad- 
versary’ (in the reason for this there is fresh discrepancy); ‘He 
is altogether wisdom and understanding.’ After this the Greek, 
as we have it, is again, for the next seven lines, obviously the 
same as that which lay before the translators. 


(3) Now comes the new division of mankind, and the 
Greek has omitted the following: ‘Now the Barbarians reckon— 
and from Dionysus,’ about six lines. 


(4) The prelimimary accounts of the Jews and the 
Christians are found in the Greek later on, where they are amal- 
gamated with the fuller descriptions. The account of the Jews 
agrees fairly well with that given in the Versions, especially in the 
The additions in the Greek will be noticed presently. 
It adds at the close: καθάπερ εἷς ἐξ αὐτῶν (τῶν ἀποστόλων) τὰς 


Armenian. 


καθ᾽ ἡμᾶς περιῆλθε χώρας, TO δόγμω κηρύττων τῆς ἀληθείας. 

(5) The Christological passage which follows is so impor- 
tant that it will be an advantage to have the three forms side by 
side. 


Oi δὲ χριστιανοὶ ye- The Christians then Christianorum tandem 
νεαλογοῦνται ἀπὸ τοῦ reckon the beginning of genus a Domino Jesu 
κυρίου Ἰησοῦ Χριστοῦ. their religion from Jesus Christo oritur. Ipse Dei 


οὗτος δὲ ὁ vids τοῦ θεοῦ 
τοῦ ὑψίστου ὁμολογεῖ- 
ται ἐν πνεύματι ἁγίῳ 
ἀπ᾽ οὐρανοῦ καταβὰς διὰ 
τὴν σωτηρίαν τῶν ἀνθρώπων" 
καὶ ἐκ παρθένου ἁγίας 
γεννηθεὶς, ἀσπόρως τε καὶ 
ἀφθόρως, σάρκα ἀνέλαβε, 
καὶ ἀνεφάνη ἀνθρώποις. 


Christ, Who is named the 
Son of God most High; 
and it is said that God 
came down from heaven, 
and from a Hebrew virgin 
took and clad Himself 
with flesh; and there 
dwelt in a daughter of 
man the Son of God. 


altissimi est Filius, et una 
cum Spiritu Sancto reue- 
latus est nobis: de coelis 
descendit, ex Hebraea uir- 
gine natus, ex uirgine car- 
nem assumpsit, assumpta- 
que humana natura semet- 
ipsum Dei Filium reuela- 
uit. 


Here I have distinguished by spaced type or by italics every 


word, which having a double testimony may be referred to the 
original Greek. As regards omissions, the Greek omits only the 
epithet ‘ Hebrew’, which it replaces by the epithet ayia, and the 
second reference to ‘the Son of God, where however there is a 


discrepancy between the two Versions. The Syriac omits κυρίου, 
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πνεύματι ἁγίῳ, γεννηθείς, ἀνεφάνη. The Armenian has no omission 
that can be certainly traced. The additions in each case may be 
seen at a glance. The Armenian has practically none ; though a 
few lines further down the epithet corresponding to θεοτόκος is 
applied to the Virgin. The most serious change is that in the 
Syriac, where the word ‘God’ is inserted as the subject of the 
verbs which follow. The passage is one which was more likely 
than any other in the whole piece to tempt later writers to make 
changes of their own. It is to be noted that here the Greek in 
spite of its additions represents the original Apology much more 
faithfully than the Syriac does. 


(6) In the words which follow next the Versions do not 
agree either with one another, or with the Greek, which has 
displaced the sentence and gives it a little lower down. But both 
the Greek and the Syriac appeal to a written Gospel, which the 
king might read if he chose. 

(7) The repetition of the fourfold division of mankind is of 
course not found in the Greek, and with it has disappeared the 
problematical sentence: ‘To God then ministers wind, and to 
angels fire; but to demons water, and to men earth.’ At this 
point the Armenian fragment ends. 


What then is the result of our investigation of this opening 
passage, in which alone we have a triple testimony to the contents 
of the original Apology ? 

(1) There is one serious modification (if, indeed, we have 
not here the original) in the Greek, as it is preserved to us; but 
it was necessitated by the conditions of its reproduction in its new 
surroundings. 

(2) There is one serious displacement in the Greek; but 
this was almost necessitated by the modification just mentioned. 


(3) The description of the Divine nature is very much 
abbreviated in the Greek ; but no word occurs in it which has not 
the support of the Versions. 

(4) In the Christological passage which we examined in de- 
tail the Greek was seen to preserve the original statements, though 
with the addition of the later phrase ἀσπόρως te καὶ ἀφθόρως. 
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(5) The Syriac Version is often loose and inaccurate: it 
drops a phrase here and there; and it makes insertions by way of 
explanation or of supplement, and sometimes in such a way as to 
convey a wholly false conception of the original. 


We learn then to expect for the remainder of the Apology that 
the Greek, as we have it, will as a rule give us the actual words 
of Aristides, except in the very few places in which modification 
was obviously needed. Where the Syriac presents us with matter 
which has no counterpart whatever in the Greek, we shall hesitate 
to pronounce that the Greek is defective, unless we are able to 
suggest a good reason for the omission, or to authenticate the 
Syriac from some external source’. 


The Greek Teat of ‘Barlaam and Josaphat. 


It is remarkable that this work, which at one time enjoyed 
such extraordinary popularity, should not have found its way into 
print in its original language before the present century. The 
Latin Version wrongly attributed to Georgius Trapezuntius, but 
really, as the MSS. of it prove, of a much earlier date, was printed, 
together with various works of 8. John of Damascus, at Basel in 
1539: but it was reserved to Boissonade to publish the Greek 
Text for the first time in the fourth volume of his Anecdota, which 
appeared at Paris in 1832. 

Boissonade apologises for the meagreness of his apparatus 
criticus on the ground that an edition was expected almost im- 
mediately from Schmidt and Kopitar the librarian of the Imperial 
Library at Vienna. This edition, however, never appeared. Out 
of seventeen MSS. preserved in the Library at Paris, Boissonade 
used throughout but two, 903 and 1128, which he refers to as A 
and C. He gives occasional readings from two others, 904 and 907, 
which he names B and D. In the portion of the book which 
specially ‘concerns us, viz. the speech of Nachor, C is defective for 
about 10 of Boissonade’s pages, and the testimony of D is frequently 


1 Cf, infra, p. 90. 
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recorded. From time to time readings are also quoted from the 
Latin Version. 

This very inadequate text has been reprinted in Migne’s 
Patrologia Graeca, tom. 96, in the third volume of the works of 5. 
John of Damascus: but we have gained nothing by the reproduc- 
tion except new blunders. 

In the Wiener Jahrbiicher fiir Deutsche Literatur (lxxii. 274, 
Ixxiii. 176) Schubart has given some description of the Vienna 
MSS., and a list of the principal variants contained in them. 

Lastly, Zotenberg* has made a useful list of about 60 MSS., and 
has constructed a critical text of certain passages of special interest. 
Nothing however has been attempted as yet m the way of a 
genealogical classification of the MSS.; a work which will involve 
great labour, but which is essential to the production of a satis- 
factory edition. 


In editing the Remains of the Apology of Aristides I have. 
used three MSS., which were kindly placed at my disposal in 
Cambridge. I have recorded their variants with a greater 
completeness than is necessary for my present purpose, in order 
to aid a future editor of the whole treatise in assigning them 
without further trouble to their proper families. 


(1) I have to thank Miss Algerina Peckover of Wisbech for 
kindly sending to the University Library a MS. in her possession, 
which apparently belongs to the beginning of the eleventh century. 
This Codex is specially interesting for the pictures which a later 
hand has drawn in the margin, sometimes in ink and sometimes in 
colours. It is unfortunately defective at the beginning and at the 
end. It commences with the words τῇ προνοίᾳ τοῦ δημιουργοῦ 
φωτιζόμενα (Bois. p. 48), and ends with καὶ ἐν ὁδῷ τῶν ἐντολῶν 
σου ἠξίωσας τὸν δρόμον τέλε (Bois. p. 357). Unhappily it has 
been corrected very largely throughout, and it is frequently 
impossible to discover the original readings: those which are 
obviously by a later hand I have marked as W’. 


(2) The authorities of Magdalen College, Oxford, with a like 
generosity allowed me to use their codex, Gr. 4, side by side with 


1 Notice sur le livre de B. et J., pp. 3—5. 
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the Wisbech MS. in our Library. This bears the date 1064. It 
contains besides: a Life of S. Basil, a tract on Images, the 
Martyrdom of SS. Galaction and Episteme, a tract on Penalties, 
and a work of Anastasius Sinaiticus. It has remained for the 
most part uncorrected. 


(3) In the Library of Pembroke College, Cambridge, there is 
a MS. of the 17th century, the readings of which are of sufficient 
interest to be recorded for the present in spite of its late date. 


In my apparatus criticus these MSS. are referred to by the 
letters W, M and P respectively. I have now and then recorded 
readings from the Vienna MSS. collated by Schubart, using the 
signs V,,, V,,,, &e., where the figures correspond with Schubart’s 
numbers. Wherever I have differed from the text of Boissonade, 
I have recorded his readings, and sometimes I have expressly 
mentioned his MSS., A, C and D. I have given in the margin of 
the Greek text the reference to Boissonade’s pages. Where it 
seemed desirable I have recorded readings of the Latin Version, 
taking them from the Basel edition of 1539 mentioned above. 


The Bearing of the Apology on the Canon. 


There are but few references to the Books of Scripture in the 
Apology of Aristides, which thus stands in striking contrast with 
the works of Justin. On two occasions the Emperor is referred to 
Christian writings. In the first case a written Gospel is distinctly 
implied, as the matter in hand is the outline of our Lord’s Life; 
the words in the Greek are’: οὗ τὸ κλέος τῆς παρουσίας ἐκ THs Tap 
αὐτοῖς καλουμένης εὐαγγελικῆς ἁγίας γραφῆς ἔξεστί σοι γνῶναι, 
βασιλεῦ, ἐὰν ἐντύχης (p. 110, 1. 21). The second reference is more 
general, and possibly includes Books outside the Canon: ταῖς ypa- 
dais ἐγκύψας τῶν χριστιανῶν εὑρήσεις, κιτιλ. (p. 111, 1. 24; ef. 
Syr. supra p. 50 fin.). There are no direct quotations from the 
New Testament, although the Apologist’s diction is undoubtedly 
coloured at times by the language of the Apostolic writers. 


(1) The opening sentence recalls the words of 2 Mace. vii. 28: 
’ fal] / 5 ͵7ὔ 5 Ἂς 5 \ \ Ν lal \ \ 
ἀξιῶ σε, τέκνον, ἀναβλέψαντα εἰς τὸν οὐρανὸν καὶ THY γῆν, καὶ TA 


1 For the Syriac see above, p. 36 fin. ‘This is taught from that Gospel,’ ἄσ, 
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θεός. 

(2) p. 100, 1. 11. δι’ αὐτοῦ δὲ τὰ πάντα συνέστηκεν. Cf. 
Col. 1. 17, καὶ τὰ πάντα ἐν αὐτῷ συνέστηκεν (cf. δι᾿ αὐτοῦ in i. 16). 

(8) p.101,1.6. καὶ ἤρξαντο σέβεσθαι τὴν κτίσιν παρὰ τὸν 
κτίσαντα αὐτούς. This is clearly based on Rom. 1. 25: καὶ 
ἐσεβάσθησαν καὶ ἐλάτρευσαν τῇ κτίσει Tapa τὸν κτίσαντα. The 
addition οἵ αὐτούς is interesting. The Syriac translator renders: 
‘and they began to serve created things instead of the Creator of 
them’; he is probably led to make the change by the recollection 
of the Syriac Version (Pesh.) in this passage, where the word 
‘Creator’ has the suffix of the fem. plural. 


(4) p. 104,1. 2. σοφοὶ λέγοντες εἶναι ἐμωρανθησαν. Cf. Rom. 
1. 22: φάσκοντες εἶναι σοφοὶ ἐμωράνθησαν. 

(5) p. 107,1. 12. ὅθεν λαμβάνοντες οἱ ἄνθρωποι ἀφορμὴν 
ἀπὸ τῶν θεῶν αὐτῶν, ἔπραττον πᾶσαν ἀνομίαν καὶ ἀσέλγειαν καὶ 
ἀσέβειαν. ‘These words are a kind of echo, although in a different 
sense, of Rom. vii. 8: ἀφορμὴν δὲ λαβοῦσα ἡ ἁμαρτία διὰ τῆς 
ἐντολῆς κατειργάσατο ἐν ἐμοὶ πᾶσαν ἐπιθυμίαν. 

(6) p.109,112. νυνὶ δὲ οἱ νόμοι καλοί εἰσι καὶ δίκαιοι. Here 
again we seem to feel the influence of the same chapter; Rom. 
vil. 12, 16, ὥστε ὁ μὲν νόμος ἅγιος, καὶ ἡ ἐντολὴ ayia καὶ δικαία 
καὶ ἀγαθή...σύνφημι τῷ νόμῳ ὅτι καλός (cf. 1 Tim. i. 8). 

(7) yp. 109,1. 26. οὗτοι γὰρ, τοῦ ᾿Αβραὰμ ὄντες ἀπόγονοι καὶ 
Ἰσαὰκ καὶ Ἰακὼβ, παρῴκησαν εἰς Αἴγυπτον ἐκεῖθεν δὲ ἐξήγαγεν 
αὐτοὺς ὁ θεὸς ἐν χειρὶ κραταιᾷ καὶ ἐν βραχίονι ὑψηλῷ. The first 
part of this sentence has affinities with Heb. xi. 8, 9, πίστει 
᾿Αβραὰμ.. παρῴκησεν εἰς γῆν τῆς ἐπωγγελίας...μετὰ ᾿Ισαὰκ καὶ 
Ἰακώβ. And the whole may be compared with Acts xii. 17, ἐν 
τῇ παροικίᾳ ἐν yn Αὐγύπτου, καὶ μετὰ βραχίονος ὑψηλοῦ ἐξήγαγεν 
αὐτοὺς ἐξ αὐτῆς. The second part of the phrase however is not 
attested by the Syr. and Arm. Versions, and may possibly have 
been introduced by the author of ‘Barlaam and Josaphat’ from Ps. 
ΟΧΧΧΥΙ. 11, 12, 

(8) ρ. 110,1. 2. τοὺς ἀπεσταλμένους πρὸς αὐτοὺς προφήτας 
καὶ δικαίους ἀπέκτειναν. This is a combination of words found in 
S. Matt. xii. 17, πολλοὶ προφῆται καὶ δίκαιοι, and 8. Matt. xxiii. 

(2 
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37 (cf. S. Luke xiii. 34) ἡ ἀποκτείνουσα τοὺς προφήτας, καὶ 
λιθοβολοῦσα τοὺς ἀπεσταλμένους πρὸς αὐτήν. But here again we 
cannot be sure that we have the words of Aristides himself. This 
last remark applies also to the phrase, ἀλλ᾽ ov Kat’ ἐπίγνωσιν 
(p. 110, 1. 9), which comes from Rom. x. 2. 


(9) p.110,1.19. θανάτου ἐγεύσατο clearly comes from Heb, 
ii. 9; but the Syr. simply has ‘He died, and the Arm. has nothing 
at all to correspond. Hence we cannot be certain that these are the 
words of Aristides. They probably have replaced the statement 
preserved in the Syr. ‘He was pierced by the Jews. Throughout 
this great Christological passage it is worth noting how the actual 
phrases of the N. T. are not introduced. 


(10) p. 111, 1.30. οὐ γὰρ ἀνθρώπων ῥήματα λαλοῦσιν, ἀλλὰ 
τὰ τοῦ θεοῦ. With this we may perhaps compare 1 Thess. 11. 13, 
ἐδέξασθε οὐ λόγον ἀνθρώπων ἀλλὰ, καθὼς ἀληθῶς ἐστὶν, λόγον 
θεοῦ". 


The Apology and the Didaché. 


A source from which our author has drawn part of his 
description of the life and conduct of the Christians is the Two 
Ways, though it may well be doubted whether he knew it im the 
form preserved to us in the Didaché. 

The passage in question runs as follows in the Apology (ce. xv.) : 

Ov μοιχεύουσιν, οὐ πορνεύουσιν, οὐ ψευδομαρτυροῦσιν, οὐκ 
ἐπιθυμοῦσι τὰ ἀλλότρια: τιμῶσι πατέρα καὶ μητέρα καὶ τοὺς 


1 The following parallels may also be noted: p. 111, 1. 17, 1 Thess. ii. 10; 
p. 111, 1. 29, Apoc. xv. 3; p. 108, 1. 2 (ἀσυνέτων), and p. 110, 1. 1 (ἀχάριστοι), Rom. 
i, 21; p. 109, 1. 80, Rom. ix. 22; p. 111, 1. 26 (οὐκ dm’ ἐμαυτοῦ λέγω), Joh. vii. 17, 
xii. 49, Moreover there seems to be some relation between our Apology and several 
chapters of the Book of Wisdom, beginning with the personal statement of ὁ. vil. 1: 
εἰμὶ μὲν κἀγὼ θνητὸς ἄνθρωπος x.T.A. Comp. esp. vii. 15 ἐμοὶ δὲ δῴη ὁ θεὸς εἰπεῖν 
κατὰ γνώμην. . αὐτὸς γάρ μοι ἔδωκε τῶν ὄντων γνώσιν ἀψευδῆ, εἰδέναι σύστασιν κόσμου 
καὶ ἐνέργειαν στοιχείων κ.τ.λΔ.....(1χ. 1) ὁ ποιήσας τὰ πάντα ἐν λόγῳ σου κ.τ.λ....(Χ, 24) 
τῶν πλάνης ὁδῶν μακρότερον ἐπλανήθησαν, θεοὺς ὑπολαμβάνοντες τὰ καὶ ἐν ξῴοις K.T.D.... 
(xiii. 2) ἀλλ᾽ ἢ πῦρ ἢ πνεῦμα ἢ ταχινὸν ἀέρα ἢ κύκλον ἄστρων ἢ βίαιον ὕδωρ ἢ φωστῆρας 
οὐρανοῦ πρυτάνεις κόσμου θεοὺς ἐνόμισαν...ὁ κατασκευάσας αὐτὰ δυνατώτερός ἐστιν... 
ταλαίπωροι δὲ καὶ ἐν νεκροῖς αἱ ἐλπίδες αὐτῶν κ.τ.λ....ἐν τοίχῳ ἔθηκεν αὐτὸ ἀσφαλισάμενος 
σιδήρῳ... ὅτι ἀδυνατεῖ ἑαυτῷ βοηθῆσαι κ.τ.λ. 
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πλησίον φιλοῦσι. δίκαια κρίνουσιν: ὅσα οὐ θέλουσιν αὐτοῖς 
γίνεσθαι ἑτέρῳ οὐ ποιοῦσι" τοὺς ἀδικοῦντας αὐτοὺς παρακαλοῦσι 
καὶ προσφιλεῖς αὐτοὺς ἑαυτοῖς ποιοῦσι' τοὺς ἐχθροὺς εὐεργετεῖν 
σπουδάζουσι" πραεῖς εἰσὶ καὶ ἐπιεικεῖς" ἀπὸ πάσης συνουσίας 
ἀνόμου καὶ ἀπὸ πάσης ἀκαθαρσίας ἐγκρατεύονται" χήραν οὐχ ὑὕπερ- 
ορῶσιν, ὀρφανὸν οὐ λυποῦσιν" ὁ ἔχων τῷ μὴ ἔχοντι ἀνεπιφθόνως 
ἐπιχορηγεῖ" ξένον ἐὰν ἴδωσιν, ὑπὸ στέγην εἰσάγουσι, καὶ χαίρουσιν 
ἐπ᾿ αὐτῷ, ὡς ἐπὶ ἀδελφῷ ἀληθινῷ" οὐ γὰρ, K.T.r. 
The following parallels may be adduced from the Didaché: 


6. 11. οὐ μοιχεύσεις...οὐ πορνεύσεις... οὐκ ἐπιθυμήσεις TA τοῦ 
πλησίον...οὐ ψευδομαρτυρήσεις. 

6.1. ἀγαπήσεις... .τὸν πλησίον σου. 

6. ἵν. κρινεῖς δικαίως. 

6. 1, πάντα δὲ ὅσα ἐὰν θελήσῃς μὴ γίνεσθαί σοι, καὶ σὺ ἄλλῳ 
μὴ ποίει. 

6. lv. εἰρηνεύσεις δὲ μαχομένους. 

6. lll. ἴσθι δὲ πραΐς. 

To these we may perhaps add, as parallel to the last of the 
sentences cited above: 


2; 3 > , \ 2 ,, / \ 

6. ἵν. οὐκ ἀποστραφήσῃ τὸν ἐνδεόμενον, συγκοινωνήσεις δὲ 
πάντω τῷ ἀδελφῷ σου. 

It may also be noted that the whole passage is prefaced by 
the words: ἔχουσι τὰς ἐντολὰς αὐτοῦ Tod κυρίου ᾿Ιησοῦ Χριστοῦ... 
\ U “ Ξ τ 3 WS) / 
καὶ ταύτας φυλάττουσι. Compare Did. ¢. iv.: ov μὴ ἐγκαταλίπῃς 

ἐντολὰς κυρίου, φυλάξεις δὲ K.T.X. 

When we turn to the Epistle of Barnabas we find there the 
same parallels which have been quoted from the Didaché, with two 
exceptions; viz. ov ψευδομαρτυρήσεις, and the negative form of 
the Golden Rule. 

On the other hand, we find in Barn. ὁ. xix.: ἡ οὖν ὁδὸς τοῦ 

,ὕ ΕῚ ef DL 7 ον ¢ 7 SEN \ ς / 
φωτός ἐστιν αὕτη" ἐάν τις θέλων ὁδὸν ὁδεύειν ἐπὶ τὸν ὡρισμένον 
τόπον, κιτ.λ.: With which we may compare Apol. ο. xvi: ὄντως οὖν 

ad 2 \ ἐδ φὰς \ a 2 , “ \ ς , ’ \ 2 \ 
αὕτη ἐστὶν ἡ ὁδὸς τῆς ἀληθείας, ἥτις τοὺς ὁδεύοντας αὐτὴν εἰς τὴν 
αἰώνιον χειρωγωγεῖ βασιλείαν. And the two phrases about the 
widow and the orphan, which found no parallel in the Didaché, may 
be compared with Barn. ὁ. xx.: χήρᾳ καὶ ὀρφανῷ ov προσέχοντες. 
Compare also Barn. ¢. xix.: διὰ λόγου κοπιῶν καὶ πορευόμενος εἰς 
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τὸ παρακαλέσαι with Apol. c. xv. (quoted above) τοὺς ἀδικοῦντας 
αὐτοὺς παρακαλοῦσι. 

It is possible then that here we have a witness to the earlier 
Two Ways, which has been variously embodied in the Didaché and 
the Epistle of Barnabas. “ 

Some support may be given to this view when we observe that 
the wording of the negative form of the Golden Rule in our 
Apology has a greater affinity to the famous interpolations in 
Codex Bezae than to the clause in the Didaché. This appears 
partly from the position of the first negative, and partly from the 
use of ἕτερος rather than ἄλλος. 

Let us bring the various texts together: 

Acts xv. 20. ὅσα μὴ θέλουσιν ἑαυτοῖς γείνεσθαι, ἑτέροις μὴ ποιεῖτε. 

Acts xv. 29. ὅσα μὴ θέλουσιν ἑαυτοῖς γείνεσθαι, ἑτέρῳ μὴ ποιεῖν. 

Apol. c. xv. ὅσα οὐ θέλουσιν αὐτοῖς γίνεσθαι, ἑτέρῳ οὐ ποιοῦσιν. 

Did. ο. 1. πάντα δὲ ὅσα ἐὰν θελήσῃς μὴ γίνεσθαί σοι, καὶ σὺ ἄλλῳ 
μὴ ποίει. 

It is hardly possible therefore to believe that Aristides can 
have drawn this precept directly from the Didaché m the form 
in which we know it. 


The Apology and the Preaching of Peter. 


At the close of the Apology Aristides challenges the Emperor 
to examine the writings of the Christians, from which he declares 
that the materials for his defence are drawn: p. 111,1. 23: καὶ 
ἵνα γνῷς, βασιλεῦ, ὅτι οὐκ aT ἐμαυτοῦ ταῦτω λέγω, ταῖς γραφαῖς 
ἐγκύψας τῶν χριστιανῶν εὑρήσεις οὐδὲν ἔξω τῆς ἀληθείας 
we λέγειν: or, as it is more fully said in the Syriac Version: 
‘Take now their writings and read in them, and lo! ye will find 
that not of myself have I brought these things forward nor as their 
advocaté have I said them, but as I have read in their writings, 
these things I firmly believe,’ &e. 

We have seen already that he refers to a written Gospel for 
his statements as to the life and work of our Lord. We have also 
seen that he has drawn part of his description of the conduct of 
the Christians from the ‘Two Ways.’ Moreover the Book of 
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Wisdom seems to have influenced his method and his language in 
several parts of his work. 

The following investigation will tend to shew that he owes a 
still greater debt to a work now lost, which exercised a considerable 
influence upon the writings of the second century. 

The Preaching of Peter (κήρυγμα Llétpov) is classed by 
Eusebius (H. Δ΄. τα. 3) together with his Acts, his Gospel and his 
Apocalypse as outside the Canon of writings accepted by the 
universal Church (οὐδ᾽ ὅλως ἐν κωθολικοῖς ἴσμεν παραδεδομένα). 
He goes on to say of these four books that none of the early writers 
or of his contemporaries used quotations from them. This state- 
ment is however incorrect: for Clement of Alexandria again and 
again quotes from both the Preaching and the Apocalypse, as 
authoritative works. The Preaching of Peter then was one of 
those books which, like the Didaché, the Epistle of Barnabas and 
the Shepherd of Hermas, at one time claimed a place in the 
Canon; though its claim was disallowed, even more emphatically 
perhaps than the claims of these other competitors. 

We must in the first instance gather together all the fragments 
which can be assigned with certainty to this work’. For the sake 
of clearness I have arranged them in the order in which it will be 
most easy to compare them with our Apology. 


5 - ΄ a 
Clem. Al. Strom. vi. 39 ff. Τινώσκετε οὖν ὅτι εἷς θεός ἐστιν, ὃς 
5 ἧς Ν ἢ ἢ 
ἀρχὴν πάντων ἐποίησεν καὶ τέλους ἐξουσίαν ἔχων, καὶ ὁ ἀόρατος ὃς 
“Ὁ Ἵ «“Ὃ , lay \ - 
τὰ πάντα ὁρᾷ, ἀχώρητος ὃς τὰ πάντα χωρεῖ, ἀνεπιδεὴς οὗ τὰ πάντα 
Ss) / \ 2. ON By Ὁ 2 , baa ” > / 
ἐπιδέεται καὶ OL ὃν ἔστιν" ἀκατάληπτος, aévaos, ἄφθαρτος, ἀποίητος, 
\ ᾽ / 5 na 
ὃς τὰ πάντα ἐποίησεν λόγῳ δυναμέως αὐτοῦ. 
Τοῦτον τὸν θεὸν σέβεσθε μὴ κατὰ Tovs” EXAnvas** ὅτι ἀγνοίᾳ 


1 Hilgenfeld (Ν. 1, extra Can. pp. 56 ff.), to whose work I need scarcely 
acknowledge my indebtedness, has brought together under the head of Πέτρου (kal 
Παύλου) κήρυγμα, various fragments of the Didascalia Petri, &c. The fact. that 
these find no parallels in Aristides will give a new reason for keeping them separate. 

2 Apol. c. i. αὐτὸν οὖν λέγω εἶναι θεὸν τὸν συστησάμενον τὰ πάντα Kal διακρατοῦντα 
οὐ, ἀπροσδεῆ.. πάντες δὲ αὐτοῦ χρήζουσιν. 

°¢.i. ‘NowI say that God is not begotten, not made: a constant nature,,.. 
immortal, complete, and incomprehensible...the heavens do not contain Him; but 
the heavens and all things visible and invisible are contained in Him’ (Syr.). 

ὁ. iv. ἄφθαρτος... καὶ ἀόρατος, αὐτὸς δὲ πάντα ὁρᾷ. 

C. Χῖγ. τὸν ἀόρατον καὶ πάντα ὁρῶντα καὶ πάντα δημιουργήσαντα δεῖ θεὸν σέβεσθαι. 

= Op ὙΠ tie 


88 THE ORIGINAL GREEK 


, \ \ € ¢ a fal 
φερόμενοι καὶ μὴ ἐπιστάμενοι τὸν θεὸν' (ὡς ἡμεῖς κατὰ τὴν γνῶσιν 
Ἂ 3 κα / a 2 ' 3 
τὴν τελείαν), ὧν ἔδωκεν αὐτοῖς ἐξουσίας εἰς χρῆσιν" μορφώσαντες 
/ \ / \ \ / \ \ v aA 
ξύλα καὶ λίθους, χαλκὸν καὶ σίδηρον, χρυσὸν καὶ ἄργυρον, τῆς 
Ε an , la) an «ς >? 
ὕλης αὐτῶν καὶ χρήσεως τὰ δοῦλα τῆς ὑπάρξεως ἀναστήσαντες 
σέβονται" καὶ ἃ δέδωκεν αὐτοῖς εἰς βρῶσιν ὁ θεὸς, πετεινὰ τοῦ 
ἀέρος καὶ τῆς θαλάσσης τὰ νηκτὰ καὶ τῆς γῆς τὰ ἑρπετὰ καὶ τὰ 
, a > a [2 n 
θηρία σὺν κτήνεσι τετραπόδοις τοῦ ἀγροῦ, γαλᾶς τε Kal μῦς, 
bs ! \ ΄ \ θή 4, \ \ 16 ἢ 
αἰλούρους τε καὶ κύνας καὶ πιθήκους" καὶ τὰ ἴδια βρώματα 
βρωτοῖς" θύματα θύουσιν, καὶ νεκρὰ νεκροῖς" προσφέροντες ὡς 
» - an an a \ > If os 7 
θεοῖς ἀχαριστοῦσι TO θεῷ διὰ τούτων ἀρνούμενοι αὐτὸν eivat', 
\ Δ.» / / \ \ 5 an / bg 
Μηδὲ κατὰ ᾿Ιουδαίους σέβεσθε, καὶ yap ἐκεῖνοι μόνοι οἰόμενοι 
, ᾽ 
τὸν θεὸν γινώσκειν οὐκ ἐπίστανται, λατρεύοντες ἀγγέλοις καὶ 
5 / \ \ t A WY YEN \ , a / 
ἀρχαγγέλοις, μηνὶ Kai σελήνῃ" καὶ ἐὰν μὴ σελήνη φανῇ, σάββατον 
" b) lj 
οὐκ ἄγουσι TO λεγόμενον πρῶτον, οὐδὲ ἄζυμα οὔτε ἑορτὴν οὔτε 
μεγάλην ἡμέραν“. 
“ Ν € lal « / \ ὃ / θ / ΩΝ διὸ 
Ὥστε καὶ ὑμεῖς ὁσίως καὶ δικαίως μανθάνοντες ἃ παραδίδομεν 
Chin ͵ θ 9 a \ θ \ ὃ \ a a / 
ὑμῖν φυλάσσεσθε, καινῶς τὸν θεὸν διὰ τοῦ χριστοῦ σεβόμενοι. 
“ Ἀ > an an θ \ ς / i oo \ ὃ / 
εὕρομεν yap ἐν Tals γραφαῖς, καθὼς ὁ κύριος λέγει" ᾿Ιδοὺ διατίθεμαι 
n id a , lal » 
ὑμῖν καινὴν διαθήκην, οὐχ ὡς διεθέμην τοῖς πατράσιν ὑμῶν ἐν ὄρει 
id r 
Χωρήβ. νέαν ὑμῖν διέθετο' τὰ γὰρ “EXAjvev καὶ ᾿Ιουδαίων 
¢ na lal ,’ 
παλαιὰ, ὑμεῖς δὲ οἱ καινῶς αὐτὸν τρίτῳ γένει σεβόμενοι Χρισ- 
τιανοί᾽. 


1 0, 111. μὴ εἰδότες θεὸν ἐπλανήθησαν. 
2@.v. καὶ αὐτὸ γὰρ εἰς χρῆσιν τῶν ἀνθρώπων γέγονε, καὶ κατακυριεύεται ὑπ᾽ αὐτῶν 
(et saepius). 

3 @. iii. ὧν καὶ μορφώματά τινα ποιήσαντες ὠνόμασαν ἐκτύπωμα τοῦ οὐρανοῦ, K.T.D.... 
καὶ συγκλείσαντες ναοῖς προσκυνοῦσι. 

4 @, ΧΙ. τινὲς γὰρ αὐτῶν ἐσεβάσθησαν πρόβατον... τινὲς δὲ τὸν αἴλουρον καὶ τὸν κύνα 
καὶ τὸν λύκον καὶ τὸν πίθηκον, K.T.r. 

9 0, ΧΙ. ἄλογα ζῶα παρεισήγαγον θεοὺς εἶναι, χερσαῖά τε καὶ ἔνυδρα.. ὁρῶντες yap 
τοὺς θεοὺς αὐτῶν βιβρωσκομένους ὑπὸ ἑτέρων dvOpwrwy...(this confirms Potter’s 
emendation βρωτοῖς for βροτοῖς.) 6 @. iil. σεβόμενοι ἀγάλματα νεκρά. 

7 @. xiv. ἀγνώμονες καὶ αὐτοὶ φανέντες καὶ ἀχάριστοι.. .«ἀρνοῦνται τὸν υἱὸν τοῦ θεοῦ. 

8 Ὁ, xiv. ‘The Jews...suppose in their minds that they are serving God, but... 
their service is to angels and not to God, in that they observe sabbaths and 
new moons and the passover and the great fast and the fast, and circumcision, 
and cleanness of meats.’ (Syr.) 


6. XV. τὰ yap προστάγματα αὐτοῦ ἀσφαλῶς φυλάττουσιν, ὁσίως kal δικαίως ζῶντες. 
10. ¢, xvi. ‘And this people is truly a new people,’ ἄορ. (Syr.) 
6. 11. φανερὸν... ὅτι τρία γένη εἰδὶν ἀνθρώπων ἐν τῷδε τῷ κόσμῳ" ὧν εἰσὶν οἱ τῶν Tap 
ὑμῖν λεγομένων θεῶν προσκυνηταὶ, καὶ ᾿Ιουδαῖοι, καὶ χριστιανοί. ‘There are four races 
of men in this world: Barbarians and Greeks, Jews and Christians.’ (Syr.) 
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Ibid. 48. (ὁ κύριός φησι πρὸς τοὺς μαθητὰς μετὰ τὴν ἀνάστα- 
σιν) ᾿Πξελεξάμην ὑμᾶς δώδεκα μαθητὰς, κρίνας ἀξίους ἐμοῦ (οὺς ὁ 
κύριος ἠθέλησεν καὶ ἀποστόλους πιστοὺς ἡγησάμενος εἶναι), πτέμπτων 
ἐπὶ τὸν κόσμον εὐαγγελίσασθαι τοὺς κατὰ τὴν οἰκουμένην ἀνθρώ- 
mous’, γινώσκειν ὅτι εἷς θεός ἐστιν, διὰ τῆς τοῦ χριστοῦ πίστεως 
ἐμῆς δηλοῦντας τὰ μέλλοντα, ὅπως οἱ ἀκούσαντες καὶ πιστεύσαντες 
σωθῶσιν, οἱ δὲ μὴ πιστεύσαντες ἀκούσαντες μαρτυρήσωσιν, οὐκ 
ἔχοντες ἀπολογίαν εἰπεῖν Οὐκ ἠκούσαμεν. (τί οὖν; οὐχὶ καὶ ἐν 
Αἵδου ἡ αὐτὴ γέγονεν οἰκονομία ;)" 

Ibid. 48. ἐὰν μὲν οὖν τις θελήσῃ τοῦ ᾿Ισραὴλ μετανοήσας διὰ 
τοῦ ὀνόματός μου πιστεύειν ἐπὶ τὸν θεὸν, ἀφεθήσονται αὐτῷ αἱ 
ἁμαρτίαι. μετὰ δώδεκα ἔτη ἐξέλθετε εἰς τὸν κόσμον, μή τις εἴπῃ 
Οὐκ ἠκούσαμεν. 


= vi 5 2 7 € a 2 / \ 2 \ A \ 
Ibid. 48. ὅσα ἐν ἀγνοίᾳ τις ὑμῶν ἐποίησεν μὴ εἰδὼς σαφῶς TOV 
\ \ fp A ig / 
θεὸν, ἐὰν ἐπιγνοὺς μετανοήσῃ, πάντα αὐτῷ ἀφεθήσεται τὰ ἁμαρτή- 
pata’. 


° ς an 3 «Ὁ a 
Ibid. 128. ἡμεῖς δὲ ἀναπτύξαντες Tas βίβλους ἃς εἴχομεν τῶν 
A aA \ \ a \ \ 5 > , aA \ 
προφητῶν, a μὲν διὰ παραβολῶν, ἃ δὲ δ αἰνυγμάτων, ἃ δὲ 
-“ A 5 \ \ lal 5 , 72 
αὐθεντικῶς καὶ αὐτολεξεὶ τὸν χριστὸν ᾿Ιησοῦν ὀνομαζόντων, εὕρομεν 
Ν 5) lal \ \ \ \ \ 
καὶ THY παρουσίαν αὐτοῦ καὶ τὸν θάνατον Kal τὸν σταυρὸν καὶ τὰς 
\ / , d 3) 7 ’ an 59 an 4 \ \ 
λοιπὰς κολάσεις πάσας ὅσας ἐποίησαν αὐτῷ οἱ ᾿Ιουδαϊοι΄, καὶ τὴν 
A \\ \ 5 5 \ ’ / \ Tal >} / 
ἔγερσιν καὶ τὴν εἰς οὐρανοὺς ἀνάληψιν πρὸ Tov ᾿Ιεροσόλυμα 
Ὁ): \ “ « % nr 
κτισθῆναι, καθὼς ἐγέγραπτο. ταῦτα πάντα ἃ ἔδει αὐτὸν παθεῖν, Kal 
ε 7 a 5 / / an fal 
MET αὐτὸν ἃ ἔσται. ταῦτα οὖν ἐπιγνόντες ἐπιστεύσαμεν τῷ θεῷ 
\ A i? 3 / 
διὰ TOV γεγραμμένων εἰς αὐτόνδ. 
” \ ὦ ς \ aN ΄ " 8 Υ οὐδὲν ὦ 
ἔγνωμεν yap ὅτι ὁ θεὸς αὐτὰ προσέταξεν ὄντως", καὶ οὐδὲν ἄτερ 
A / 7 
γραφῆς λεέγομεν΄. 


Τρ, xy. οὗτος δώδεκα ἔσχε μαθητὰς, οἱ μετὰ τὴν ἐν οὐρανοῖς ἄνοδον αὐτοῦ ἐξῆλθον 
εἰς τὰς ἐπαρχίας τῆς οἰκουμένης καὶ ἐδίδαξαν κ.τ.λ. 

5.6, ii. ‘He had twelve disciples, in order that a certain dispensation οἵ His 
might be fulfilled’ (Syr.); ¢. xv. κατ᾽ οἰκονομίαν μεγάλην. 

3c. xvi. ‘And when it chances that one of them turns...he confesses to God, 
saying, In ignorance I did these things: and he cleanses his heart, and his sins are 
forgiven him, because he did them in ignorance in former time’ (Syr.). 

το, ii. ‘He was pierced by the Jews’ (Syr.). 

5 ¢. xvi. ‘As I have read in their writings, these things I firmly believe, and 
those things also that are to come’ (Syr.). 

6 G. xv. καθὼς κύριος ὁ θεὸς αὐτοῖς προσέταξεν... «ὄντως οὖν αὕτη κ.τ.Δ. (6. XVi). 

7 @ xvi. καὶ ἵνα γνῷς, βασιλεῦ, ὅτι οὐκ ἀπ᾽ ἐμαυτοῦ ταῦτα λέγω, ταῖς γραφαῖς 
ἐγκύψας τῶν χριστιανῶν, εὑρήσεις οὐδὲν ἔξω τῆς ἀληθείας με λέγειν. 
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I have given above in full (with one exception; Clem. Strom. 
i. 182, νόμος καὶ λόγος ὁ κύριος) all the indisputable fragments of 
the Preaching of Peter*: and the parallels adduced from the 
Apology of Aristides shew that there is an intimate connexion 
between the two documents. 

Before gomg further into the interesting problem of the 
reconstruction of the Preaching, let us inquire what light these 
parallels throw upon the relation of the Syriac Version to the 
Greek text of the Apology. 

(1) Several passages of the Syriac Version, quoted above in 
the notes, which are wanting in the Greek as we now have it, are 
authenticated by their similarity to portions of the Preaching. 

Of these the most important are: (a) the worship of angels 
attributed to the Jews; (b) the description of the Christians as a 
‘new people’; (c) the confession of the converted heathen; (d) 
the attribution of our Lord’s sufferings to the Jews. Especially 
valuable are (a) and (c), as giving us ground for believing that the 
great closing section of the Syriac Version, which is so curtailed 
in the Greek, is substantially the writing of Aristides himself. 

(2) On the other hand, the division into three races, which 
we find in the Greek, has the support of the famous τρίτῳ γένει of 
the Preaching. The fourfold division of the Syriac and Armenian 
Versions (Barbarians and Greeks, Jews and Christians) comes 
therefore under grave suspicion: and the more we examine it, the 
less primitive it appears. For to the Greek mind the Jews were | 
themselves Barbarians: see, for example, Clem. Strom. vi. 44, 
νόμος μὲν καὶ προφῆται βαρβάροις, φιλοσοφία δὲ “KAAnow: and 
Orig. c. Cels. 1. 2, ἑξῆς βάρβαρόν φησιν ἄνωθεν εἶναι τὸ δόγμα, 
δηλονότι τὸν Ἰουδαϊσμόν. Moreover there seems to be no parallel 
to this fourfold classification of races in early Christian literature. 


The Preaching of Peter is quoted by Heracleon (Orig, Comm. 
in Joane xiii. 17), and we shall see that possibly it was used by 


1 The context of the quotations in Clement may sometimes give us, in the light 
thrown by the Apology, further materials for the reconstruction of the Preaching, 
Thus Strom. vi. 127, ὅταν τις τὸν υἱὸν τοῦ θεοῦ τοῦ τὰ πάντα πεποιηκότος σάρκα 
ἀνειληφότα καὶ ἐν μήτρᾳ παρθένου κυοφορηθέντα, καθὸ γεγέννηται τὸ αἰσθητὸν αὐτοῦ 
σαρκίον, ἀκολούθως δὲ καθὸ γέγονεν τοῦτο πεπονθότα καὶ ἀνιστάμενον ὁ μὲν λέγει, οἱ δὲ 
ἀκούουσιν, K.T-A., has several points of resemblance with Apol. ὁ. ΧΥ., οὗτος δὲ ὁ υἱὸς 
τοῦ θεοῦ τοῦ ὑψίστου ὁμολογεῖται... ἐκ παρθένου ἁγίας γεννηθεὶς... σάρκα ἀνέλαβε, K.T.A. 


OF THE APOLOGY OF ARISTIDES. 91 


Celsus. It seems also to have been in the hands of the unknown 
writer of the Epistle to Diognetus. Moreover in the Sibylline 
Oracles we have several passages which seem to be based on it. 
Some of these are especially interesting, as shewing coincidences 
with our Apology, though not with the existing fragments of the 
Preaching’. 

Now if three or four extant works can be shewn to have drawn 
materials from a document, which is known to us now only by a 
few fragments, there is obviously a possibility that the lost 
document may be to some extent critically reconstructed by a 
consideration of common matter found in any two of the works, 
which may accordingly have been taken from the document in 
question. To attempt to do this fully for the Preaching of Peter 
would be beyond our present scope: but we may fairly consider 
here what contributions to such a reconstruction are afforded by our 
Apology, which has apparently made so free a use of it. 


Let us begin with those passages which either the Preaching 
or the Apology have in common with the Szbylline Oracles. I 
shall not attempt a discrimination between the various writings 
which are gathered under the name of the Sibyl, but shall simply 
give references to Alexandre’s edition of 1869. 


Prooem. 7 ff. 
« ς / 3 {7 
Εἷς θεὸς, ὃς μόνος ἄρχει, ὑπερμεγέθης, ἀγένητος, 
lal 5 6, 
παντοκράτωρ, ἀόρατος, ὁρῶν μόνος αὐτὸς ἅπαντα, 
" \ ’ 3 , na ς \ \ ¢ ͵ 
αὐτὸς δ᾽ οὐ βλέπεται θνητῆς ὑπὸ σαρκὸς ἁπάσης. 
Ἀε # * 
3 \ \ / v / ’ i¢ ff / 
αὐτὸν Tov μόνον ὄντα σέβεσθ᾽ ἡγήτορα κόσμου, 
ὃς μόνος εἰς αἰῶνα καὶ ἐξ αἰῶνος ἐτύχθη, 
Ἵ 4 
αὐτογενὴς, ἀγένητος, ἅπαντα κρατῶν διαπαντός. 
* % * 


1 The Gnostic Acts of Thomas are frequently indebted to the Preaching of 
Peter, as may be seen by the following passages: c. 1, διείλαμεν τὰ κλίματα τῆς 
οἰκουμένης k.T.A.: 6. 15, καὶ εἰπεῖν μὲν ws δεῖ οὐ δύναμαι, ἃ δὲ χωρῶ λέγειν περὶ 
αὐτοῦ, K.T.A.: 6, 28, οὐκ ἔχει τις λόγον ἀπολογίας μέλλων παρ᾽ αὐτοῦ κρίνεσθαι, ὡς μὴ 
ἀκούσας: ὁ. 36, οὐδὲ θυσιῶν δέεται ἵνα αὐτῷ θύσῃς: ὁ. 38, ἀλλὰ παραβλέπει ὑμῶν τὰ 
παραπτώματα ἃ κατὰ ἄγνοιαν re πεποιηκότες: C. ὅδ, τῶν πράξεων ὧν διεπράξασθε 
χωρὶς γνώσεως... πιστεύσατε... καὶ ἀφίησιν ὑμῖν τὰ πρὸ τού του πεπραγμένα 
ἁμαρτήματα: ὁ. 56, μὴ λογίσῃ ἡμῶν τὰ παραπτώματα καὶ τὰ πρῶτα σφάλματα, ἃ 
διεπραξάμεθα ἐν ἀγνοίᾳ ὄντες (see too the argument from prophecy in the same 
chapter). 
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5 \ SS / φ / a / 
ἀλλὰ θεὸς μόνος εἷς πανυπέρτατος, ὃς πεποίηκεν 
’ \ fe / \ ᾽ / 3 Ν / 
οὐρανὸν, ἠέλιόν TE καὶ ἀστέρας, NOE σελήνην, 
- ¢ / 
καρποφόρον γαῖάν τε Kal ὕδατος οἴδματα πόντου. 
* * * 
= lal / «ς , Uj n 
ἡμῖν Te κτήνη ὑπέταξεν πάντα βροτοῖσιν, 
, ς lal 
πάντων θ᾽ ἡγητῆρα κατέστησεν θεότευκτον, 
ἀνδρὶ δ᾽ ὑπέταξεν, K.T.A. 
* * * 
αἰσχύνθητε γαλᾶς καὶ κνώδαλα θειοποιοῦντες. 
᾿ / \ if lal ΕΣ 39, n 
ov pavin καὶ λύσσα φρενῶν [αἴσθησιν ἀφαιρεῖ], 
εἰ λοπάδας κλέπτουσι θεοὶ, συλοῦσι δὲ χύτρας; 
* % % 
J ” / ’ Uy τ la 
προσκυνέοντες ὄφεις, κύνας, αἰλούρους, ἀνόητοι, 
\ \ / \ Ἂς \ / / 
καὶ πετεηνὰ σέβεσθε, καὶ ἑρπετὰ θηρία γαίης, 
\ / / \ 5 / , 
καὶ λίθινα ξόανα, καὶ ἀγάλματα χειροποίητα, 
’ / ΄ a / 
Kav παρόδοισι λίθων συγχώματα" ταῦτα σέβεσθε, 
yy \ 4 aA / ’ > \ 3 , 
ἄλλα τε πολλὰ μάταια, ἃ δὴ K αἰσχρὸν ἀγορεύειν. 


Bika. 0: 


ῃ , ͵ \ > ; an ᾽ \ 

τίπτε μάτην πλάζεσθε, Kal οὐκ εὐθεῖαν ἀταρπὸν 
/ ’ if eed 

Baivete, ἀθανάτου κτίστου μεμνημένος αἰεί; 

- / ᾽ » / > / / 
εἷς θεός ἐστι μόναρχος, ἀθέσφατος, αἰθέρι ναίων, 

>] \ Ἐν td a / , f 
αὐτοφυὴς, ἀόρατος, ὁρῶν μόνος αὐτὸς ἅπαντα. 
a ͵ ᾽ 5) ᾽ / , τσ AS PON A 
ov χείρ Y οὐκ ἐποίησε λιθοξόος, οὐδ᾽ ἀπὸ χρυσοῦ 

/ 3 fd / , IND ae 
τέχνης ἀνθρώπου φαίνει τύπος, οὐδ᾽ ἐλέφαντος. 

* * * 

/ \ \ SN fal x v 
τίς yap θνητὸς ἐὼν κατιδεῖν δύναται θεὸν ὄσσοις; 
> ) la) ,’ lal 
ἢ τίς χωρήσει κἂν τοὔνομα μοῦνον ἀκοῦσαι 

’ / lal / 
οὐρανίου μεγάλοιο θεοῦ, κόσμον κρατέοντος; 

« / 2, / \ ’ \ γ δ / 
ὃς λόγῳ ἔκτισε πάντα, Kal οὐρανὸν ἡδὲ θάλασσαν, 

3. UA > ’ / / / 
ἠέλιόν T ἀκάμαντα, σελήνην TE πλήθουσαν, 
ἄστρα τε, κ.τ.λ. 

* * * 

, > 3 lal A 
ov σέβετ᾽, οὐδὲ φοβεῖσθε θεὸν, ματαίως δὲ πλανᾶσθε 
προσκυνέοντες ὄφεις τε, καὶ αἰλούροισι θύοντες, 

/ , a) Ὁ) [Ὁ r 
εἰδώλοις τ᾽ ἄλλοις, λιθίνοις θ᾽ ἱδρύμασι φωτών, 

\ lal , / / \ / 
καὶ ναοῖς ἀθέοισι καθεζόμενοι πρὸ θυράων, 

a \ ΄ «Δ 
τηρεῖτε τὸν ἐόντα θεὸν, ὃς πάντα φυλάσσει. 
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Bk. viii. 375 ff. 
3 \ \ / > a ’ \ 7 \ A 
ἀρχὴν καὶ τέλος οἶδα, ὃς οὐρανὸν ἔκτισα Kal γῆν, 
fa) \ / 2 \ 5 δ \ of. 
μοῦνος yap θεός εἰμι, καὶ οὐκ ἔστι θεὸς ἄλλος. 
εἰκόνα θεσπίζουσιν ἐμὴν, χληφθεῖσαν ἀφ᾽ ὕλης, 
/ te) 5 I ? i] 
χειρί TE μορφώσαντες ET εἰδώλοισιν ἀναύδοις 
δοξάζουσι λιταῖς καὶ θρησκείαισιν ἀνάγνοις. 


\ / ω > / U 
TOV κτίστην προλιπόντες ἀσελγείαις ἐλατρευσαν. 
* * ΕἼ 


3 ἡ θ “Ὁ » ὃ A ¢ / 
OU ΧΡΉ ω υσιῶν, OV σπονόων υμετεράαῶν. 
* * * 


A \ 3 / ͵ ION / 
ταῦτα yap, εἰς μνήμην βασιλήων ἠδὲ τυράννων, 
δαίμοσι ποιήσουσι νεκροῖς, ὡς οὐρανίοισι. 


When with these passages before us we read over again the 
early sections of the Preaching and the parallels to them which I 
have quoted from Aristides, we shall feel that we have here some- 
thing more than ordinary commonplaces about the unity of God and 
the folly of idolatry. Again, when we compare together the first 
and second groups of passages from the Sibylline Books, we shall 
be led to ask for a common basis which shall explain their resem- 
blances. Neither seems to be a direct imitation of the other: 
each presents us with words and phrases not found in the other, 
but accounted for at once on the supposition that either the 
Preaching of Peter or our own Apology lies in the background. 
Thus in the first we have παντοκράτωρ, ἀγένητος, γωλᾶς, πετεηνὰ 
Kal ἑρπετά, ἃ δή κ᾽ αἰσχρὸν ἀγορεύειν. In the second, τοὔνομα, 
λόγῳ ἔκτισε, ναοῖς.. τηρεῖτε. 

Moreover the mention of Creation by the Word guides us 
to the Preaching, in preference to the Apology, in which this finds 
no place: and the phrases which are found in the Apology, but not 
in the Preaching, need not cause us difficulty when we remember 
how very fragmentary is our knowledge of the latter document. 

In fact we may at once begin a tentative reconstruction, and 
say that the Preaching probably contained 

(1) παντοκράτωρ and ἀγένητος as epithets of the Deity; 

(2) the verb διακρατεῖν of His continuous action upon created 
things ; 

(5) the statement that the Deity has no outward image, and 
no name ; 
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(4) that God created ‘heaven, earth and sea, sun, moon and 
stars’; 

(5) that these were made for the sake of Man; 

(6) among objects of false worship, ὄφεις, and other things 
disgraceful even to name in such a connexion ; 

(7) areference to the folly of guarding the Deity. 

From the lines in the eighth Book we may add: 

(8) the desertion of the Creator for the creature ; 

(9) that God has no need of sacrifice and oblation. 

Another passage of the Sibylline writings bears a striking 
resemblance to our Apology. This is the commencement of the 
fourth Book’, of which Alexandre says: ‘ Liber hic Christianorum 
Sibylinorum antiquissimus est habendus, scriptus nempe primo 
saeculo.’ It opens with lines which recall much of what has been 
already cited, dealing with the attributes of the Creator. It then 
gives a brief description of the men who shall one day inhabit the 
earth (ll. 25 ff.). We may select the following passages : 


4 \ ΄ \ / > a, 
ὅσσοι δὴ στέρξουσι θεὸν μέγαν, εὐλογέοντες 
\ / ’ Ἁ 
πρὶν φαγέειν πιέειν τε, πεποιθότες εὐσεβέησιν. 
% * # 
ὝΟΥ Sipe, ᾿] 3 ’ / A / ’ \ 4 
οὐδ᾽ ap ἐπ᾽ ἀλλοτρίῃ κοίτῃ πόθον αἰσχρὸν ἔχοντες, 
> / 
οὔτ᾽ ἐπὶ ἄρσενος ὕβριν ἀπεχθέα τε στυγερήν τε. 
Ξε , ’ , \ v 3 / ες 
ὧν τρόπον εὐσεβίην τε καὶ ἤθεα ἀνέρες ἄλλοι 
2) / 
οὔποτε μιμήσονται, ἀναιδείην ποθέοντες" 
᾿] ’ > Ud / iy. / 
ἀλλ᾽ αὐτοὺς χλεύῃ TE γέλωτί TE μυχθίξζοντες, 
, , 
νήπιοι ἀφροσύνῃσιν, ἐπιψεύσονται ἐκείνοις, 
“ > 2 \ ἘΠ ’ / \ il? 
ὅσσ᾽ αὐτοὶ ῥέξουσιν, ἐπίψογα καὶ κακὰ ἔργα. 


With reference to the first of these passages, we may remember 
that in the description of the Christians in c. xv. we saw that 
Aristides uses the ‘Two Ways’: but at the end of his account he 
adds words which remind us forcibly of the Preaching of Peter: 
ὁσίως καὶ δικαίως ζῶντες, καθὼς κύριος ὁ θεὸς αὐτοῖς προσ έ- 
ταξεν: and then he goes on: εὐχαριστοῦντες αὐτῷ κατὰ πᾶσαν 
ὥραν ἐν παντὶ βρώματι καὶ ποτῷ καὶ τοῖς λοιποῖς ἀγαθοῖς. 


1 Tt is not unimportant to observe that this Book has also remarkable affinities 
with the Apocalypse of Peter, 
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With regard to the second passage, there is a still more 
striking parallel in c. xvii, preserved to us only in the Syriac 
Version. ‘The Greeks then, O king, because they practise foul 
things in sleeping with males, and with mother and sister and 
daughter, turn the ridicule of their foulness upon the Christians ; 
but the Christians are honest and pious,’ ete. 
These coincidences are worth noting even if we are not 
prepared, with our present knowledge, to suppose that they send 
us back for their explanation to the Preaching of Peter’. 


Next let us turn to the Epistle to Diognetus. As soon as the 
Armenian fragment of Aristides was discovered, it was observed 
that it had points in common with this anonymous Epistle. The 
coincidences have multiplied greatly with our larger knowledge of 
the Apology. Several of them have been quoted by Mr Harris in 
his notes, but it is necessary for our present purpose to bring them 
together again under one view. I shall do this in the briefest 
possible form, giving in the footnotes references to such parallels 
in the Apology as have not already been quoted above. 


. ry « 
Ep. ad Diog. ο. 1. οὔτε τοὺς νομιζομένους ὑπὸ τῶν “Ελλήνων 
δ" ͵ NES 
θεοὺς λογίζονται, οὔτε τὴν ᾿Γουδαίων δεισιδαιμονίαν φυλάσσουσι 
\ , \ a 3 A 
...Kal TL δήποτε καινὸν τοῦτο γένος ἢ ἐπιτήδευμα εἰσῆλθεν εἰς 
\ la) 5 
τὸν βίον νῦν καὶ οὐ πρότερον. 
\ A θ a a \ \ / \ \ 3 , con 
παρὰ τοῦ θεοῦ, Tov Kal TO λέγειν καὶ TO ἀκούειν ἡμῖν 
A >] a lal 7 
χορηγοῦντος, αἰτοῦμαι δοθῆναι ἐμοὶ μὲν εἰπεῖν οὕτως" K.T.X. 
id ΩΝ \ / A > \ S) / 
c. 2. ὡς ἂν Kal λόγου καινοῦ... ἀκροατὴς ἐσόμενος. 
3 e / 0 5 \ ad a / ς 2 5 \ 
οὐχ ὁ μέν τις λίθος ἐστὶν ὅμοιος τῷ πατουμένῳ, ὁ δ᾽ ἐστὶ 
\ 3 / a 3 \ la) a 
χαλκὸς OV κρείσσων τῶν εἰς THY χρῆσιν ἡμῖν κεχαλκευμένων 
A ε δὲ ὯΝ “fy \ if ¢ δὲ yy / 
σκευῶν, ὁ δὲ ξύλον ἤδη Kal σεσηπός, ὁ δὲ ἄργυρος χρήζων 
3, “Ὁ A lol 
ἀνθρώπου Tov φυλάξαντος iva μὴ KrXaTH, ὁ δὲ σίδηρος K.TA. 
\ \ / > A 
εἰς τὴν μορφὴν τούτων ἐκτυπωθῆναιϑβ K.T.X. 


1 With the thought contained in the passage last quoted, compare Just. Apol. ii. 
12: Αἰδέσθητε, αἰδέσθητε, ἃ φανερῶς πράττετε eis ἀναιτίους ἀναφέροντες, καὶ τὰ προσόντα 
καὶ ἑαυτοῖς καὶ τοῖς ὑμετέροις περιβάλλοντες τούτοις ὧν οὐδὲν οὐδ᾽ ἐπὶ ποσὸν μετουσία 
ἐστί. But here the notion of ridicule, which we find in Aristides and in the Sibyl, 
is wanting. 

2 Ap. α. ii. τούτων οὕτως εἰρημένων περὶ θεοῦ, καθὼς ἐμὲ ἐχώρησε περὶ αὐτοῦ λέγειν. 

3 Ap.¢, iii, ὧν καὶ μορφώματά Twa ποιήσαντες ὠνόμασαν ἐκτύπωμα K.Tr. 
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τοὺς δὲ ἀργυρέους Kal χρυσοῦς ἐγκλείσαντες ταῖς νυξὶ, καὶ 
ταῖς ἡμέραις φύλακας παρακαθιστάντες, ἵνα μὴ KARAT ACL’. 


€ lal \ \ lal \ A \ ’ \ ᾽ / 
c. 8. ἑξῆς δὲ περὶ τοῦ μὴ κατὰ τὰ αὐτὰ ᾿Ιουδαίοις 
lal a na \ 7 n U 
θεοσεβεῖν.. Ἰουδαῖοι τοίνυν...καλῶς θεὸν ἕνα τῶν πάντων 
,ὔ \ a , lal na » Ν “Ὁ , 
σέβειν, καὶ δεσπότην ἀξιοῦσι φρονεῖν" εἰ δὲ τοῖς προειρημένοις 
x 7 , ᾽ A ͵ 
ὁμοιοτρόπως" τὴν θρησκείαν προσάγουσιν αὐτῷ ταύτην, δια- 
μαρτάνουσιν. 
» \ \ \ lal \ , \ 
ὁ yap ποιήσας TOV οὐρανὸν καὶ τὴν γῆν καὶ πάντα τὰ ἐν 
- - a fal & ΄ ? \ 
αὐτοῖς, καὶ πᾶσιν ἡμῖν χορηγῶν ὧν προσδεόμεθα, οὐδενὸς 
δ e o > / / / 
ἂν αὐτὸς προσδέοιτο τούτων ὧν τοῖς οἰομένοις διδόναι παρέχει 
3 , ec / 7 
αὐτός. οἱ δέ ye θυσίας K.T.X. 


c. 4. ἀλλὰ μὴν τό γε περὶ τὰς βρώσεις αὐτῶν ψοφοδεὲς, καὶ 
τὴν περὶ τὰ σάββατα δεισιδαιμονίαν, καὶ τὴν τῆς περιτομῆς 
a \ / 
ἀλαζονείαν, Kal τὴν τῆς νηστείας καὶ νουμηνίας εἰρωνείαν, 
κ.τ.λ.. 
/ \ lal id \ nf lal 7 » “Ὁ 
τό τε γὰρ τῶν ὑπὸ τοῦ θεοῦ κτισθέντων εἰς χρῆσιν 
ἀνθρώπων, K.T.X. 
Ν x , ᾽ \ ” \ Ul \ 
TO δὲ παρεδρεύοντας αὐτοὺς ἄστροις Kal σελήνῃ THY παρα- 
lal an A € an a 
τήρησιν TOV μηνῶν καὶ TOV ἡμερῶν ποιεῖσθαι, K.T.X. 


c. 6. χριστιανοὶ κατέχονται μὲν ὡς ἐν φρουρᾷ τῷ κόσμῳ, 
αὐτοὶ δὲ συνέχουσι τὸν κόσμον. 


᾽ \ > / ¢ ” “ an? ’ a / 
c.7. ov yap ἐπίγειον, ws ἔφην, εὕρημα τοῦτ᾽ αὐτοῖς παρεδόθη, 
ΩΝ \ >? i / “ ’ “ > fal ΕῚ \ 
οὐδὲ θνητὴν ἐπίνοιαν φυλάσσειν οὕτως ἀξιοῦσιν ἐπιμελῶς, οὐδὲ 
᾽ » \ 
ἀνθρωπίνων οἰκονομίαν μυστηρίων πεπίστευνται. ἀλλ᾽ αὐτὸς 
a \ Sb 
ἀληθῶς ὁ παντοκράτωρ Kal παντοκτίστης καὶ ἀόρατος 
\ / 
θεὸς, αὐτὸς...τὸν λόγον τὸν ἅγιον...ἐνίδρυσε καὶ ἐγκατε- 
lal / lal 
στήριξε ταῖς καρδίαις avTor*. 


fol / 3 
c. 8. οἱ μέν τινες πῦρ ἔφασαν εἶναι τὸν θεὸν (οὗ μέλλουσι 
, \ a na \ 
χωρήσειν αὐτοὶ, τοῦτο καλοῦσι θεὸν), οἱ δὲ ὕδωρ, οἱ δ᾽ ἄλλο τι 
a / a / \ a 
τῶν στοιχείων TOV ἐκτισμένων ὑπὸ θεοῦ. 
1 Ap.c. ill. συγκλείσαντες ναοῖς... τηροῦσιν ἀσφαλῶς ἵνα μὴ κλαπῶσιν. 
2 Ap. ὁ. xiv. καὶ εἰσὶ παρόμοιοι τῶν ἐθνῶν. 
3 Ap. c. xvi. ‘And I have no doubt that the world stands by reason of the 
intercession of the Christians’ (Syr.). 
4 Ap. 6. xv. οὗτοί εἰσιν οἱ ὑπὲρ πάντα τὰ ἔθνη τῆς γῆς εὑρόντες τὴν ἀλήθειαν" 
γινώσκουσι γὰρ τὸν θεὸν κτίστην καὶ δημιουργὸν τῶν ἁπάντων... ἔχουσι τὰς ἐντολὰς...ἐν 
ταῖς καρδίαις κεχαραγμένας. 
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c. 10. ὁ γὰρ θεὸς τοὺς ἀνθρώπους ἠγάπησε, δι᾽ ods ἐποίησε 
τὸν κόσμον, οἷς ὑπέταξε πάντα τὰ ἐν τῇ γῇ. 

ὃς, ἃ παρὰ τοῦ θεοῦ λαβὼν ἔχει, ταῦτα τοῖς ἐπιδεομένοις 
χορηγῶν, θεὸς γίνεται τῶν λαμβανόντων, οὗτος μιμητής ἐστι 
θεοῦ". 

We cannot account for these parallels by merely supposing 
that Aristides had the Epistle to Diognetus before him: for 
there are many points in common between Aristides and the 
Preaching of Peter, such as the worship of angels ascribed to the 
Jews, which do not appear in the Epistle. Nor will the converse 
hypothesis hold good. For, to take one instance out of several, 
the phrase in the Epistle μὴ κατὰ τὰ αὐτὰ ᾿Ιουδαίοις θεοσεβεῖν is 
directly parallel to μηδὲ κατὰ ᾿Ιουδαίους σέβεσθε in the Preaching ; 
but it has no counterpart in form in the Apology. 

Here again then we are guided to the hypothesis that the 
Preaching lies behind both of these works. Can we gain anything 
further in the way of its reconstruction ? 

Taking up some of our former points (see p. 93) we are con- 
firmed in thinking that the Preaching contained 

(1) παντοκράτωρ as an epithet of the Deity. 

(2) the statement that God created ‘heaven and earth and 
all that is therein.’ 

(3) that these were made for the sake of Man; and we may 
add ‘placed in subjection under him.’ (Cf. Or. Sibyl. Prooem., 
quoted above.) 

(4) a reference to the folly of guarding the Deity. 

(5) that God has no need of sacrifices. 

We may perhaps go on to add 

(6) a statement that God must give the power to speals 
rightly of Him. 

(7) a reference to circumcision and meats in treating of the 
Jews. 

(8) the position of the Christians as sustaining the world. 

(9) the fixing of God’s commandments in their hearts. 

1 Ap.c.i. ‘He is God of all, who made all for the sake of man’ (Syr.). 


2 Ap. 6. xiv. ‘They imitate God by reason of the love which they have for man: 
for they have compassion on the poor,’ &c. (Syr.). 
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(10) a reasoned condemnation of the worship of fire, water 
and other elements. 


(11) the imitation of God consists in beneficence. 


Mr Harris has collected (pp. 28 ff.) several instances of contact 
between the Apology of Aristides and the True Word of Celsus ; 
and he has suggested that Celsus may have had the Apology in 
his hands when he wrote his attack upon Christianity. We are 
now in a position to see that most of the coincidences which have 
been pointed out would be accounted for by the supposition that 
it was the Preaching of Peter itself, and not our Apology, which, 
like ‘Jason and Papiscus’ and other apocryphal writings, supplied 
the materials of his attack. 

It will be more satisfactory to present the evidence in full as 
we have done in the previous cases, even at the risk of some 
repetition. I shall follow the order of Origen’s reply. 


Orig. ὁ. Cels. 1. 4. κοινὸν εἶναι καὶ πρὸς τοὺς ἄλλους φιλοσό- 
gous, ὡς οὐ σεμνόν τι καὶ καινὸν μάθημα. Cf. τι. 5 μηδὲν δὲ 
καινὸν ἐν τούτοις διδάσκεσθαι φαίνων χριστιανοὺς, οἴεται ἀνατρέ- 
mew χριστιανισμόν. Also IV. 14 λέγω δὲ οὐδὲν καινὸν, ἀλλὰ 
πάλαι δεδογμένα (i.e. he does not claim novelty for his view, as 
they do for theirs). 


I. 23. τῷ ἡγησαμένῳ σφῶν ἑπόμενοι Μωῦσῇ.. ἕνα ἐνόμισαν 
εἶναι θεόν. 

1.206. λέγων αὐτοὺς σέβειν ἀγγέλους καὶ γοητείᾳ προσ- 
κεῖσθαι, ἧς ὁ Μωῦσῆς αὐτοῖς γέγονεν ἐξηγητής. ποῦ γὰρ 
τῶν γραμμάτων Μωύσέως εὗρε τὸν νομοθέτην παραδιδόντα 
σέβειν ἀγγέλους. ..ἐπωγγέλλεται δὲ διδάξειν ἑξῆς, πῶς καὶ Ἴου- 
δαῖοι ὑπὸ ἀμαθίας ἐσφάλησαν ἐξαπατώμενοι" (cf. V. 6). 

«περὶ τοῦ σωτῆρος ἡμῶν, ὡς γενομένου ἡγεμόνος τῇ καθὸ 
χριστιανοί ἐσμεν γενέσει ἡμῶν" καί φησιν αὐτὸν πρὸ πάνυ 
ὀλίγων ἐτῶν τῆς διδασκαλίας ταύτης καθηγήσασθαι, νομισθέντα 
ὑπὸ χριστιανῶν υἱὸν εἶναι τοῦ θεοῦ" 

1.28. πρῶτον δὲ ὡς πλασαμένου αὐτοῦ τὴν ἐκ παρθένου 

; 
γένεσιν. 
1 Ap. ¢. xiv. 


9 Led Lal aA a - 
“4.6. Xv. οἱ δὲ χριστιανοὶ γενεαλογοῦνται ἀπὸ τοῦ κυρίου ᾿Τησοῦ Χριστοῦ. οὗτος 
δὲ ὁ υἱὸς τοῦ θεοῦ τοῦ ὑψίστου ὁμολογεῖται.. καὶ ἐκ παρθένου ἁγίας γεννηθείς. 
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1.49 ἀλλ᾽ εἶπεν ὁ ἐμὸς προφήτης ἐν ᾿Ιεροσολύμοις ποτὲ, 
ὅτι ἥξει θεοῦ υἱὸς, τῶν ὁσίων κριτὴς, καὶ τῶν ἀδίκων κολαστής.... 
τί μᾶλλον σὺ ἢ ἄλλοι μυρίοι, οἱ μετὰ τὴν προφητείαν γενόμενοι, 
εἰσὶ περὶ ὧν ταῦτα προεφητεύετο ; 

1|.19. μηδὲν σεμνότερον τράγων καὶ κυνῶν, τῶν παρ᾽ 
Αἰγυπτίοις, εἰσάγοντας ἐν ταῖς περὶ τοῦ ᾿Ιησοῦ διηγήσεσιν. 

III. 22. ἐν τῷ καθ᾽ ἡμῶν λόγῳ Διοσκούρους καὶ Ἡρακλέα 
καὶ ᾿Ασκληπιὸν καὶ Διόνυσον ὀνομάζει... καί φησιν οὐκ ἀνέ- 
χεέσθαι μὲν ἡμᾶς τούτους νομίζειν θεοὺς, ὅτε ἄνθρωποι ἤσαν... 
τὸν δὲ ᾿Ιησοῦν ἀποθανόντα, κ.τ.λ. 

IV. 25. καὶ ἡμῖν πάντα ὑποβέβληται, γῆ καὶ ὕδωρ καὶ 
ἀὴρ καὶ ἄστρα, καὶ ἡμῶν ἕνεκα πάντα, καὶ ἡμῖν δουλεύειν 
τέτακται. (Cf. Iv. 99, οὔκουν ἀνθρώπῳ πεποίηται τὰ πάντα.) 

Besides these parallels there are several instances in which 
Celsus seems to turn a weapon used by the Christians back upon 
themselves: e.g., 1. 54, ὀνειδίζει TO σωτῆρι ἐπὶ TO πάθει, ὡς μὴ 
βοηθηθέντι ὑπὸ τοῦ πατρὸς, ἢ μὴ δυνηθέντι ἑαυτῷ βοηθῆσαι". 
τι. 9, καίτοι θεὸν, φησὶν, ὄντα φεύγειν ἐνῆν, οὔτε δεθέντα ἀπάγεσθαι, 
κιτιλ. So again in ΠΙ. 42, his reply to the charge of corruptibility 
brought against idols is that flesh is still more corruptible: 
παραβάλλων tas ἀνθρωπίνας τοῦ ᾿Ιησοῦ σάρκας χρυσῷ καὶ 
ἀργύρῳ καὶ λίθῳ, ὅτι αὗται ἐκείνων φθαρτότεραι. And in τη. 76 
we seem to hear the echo of Christian words in: ὅμοιον ποιεῖν 
Tov ἐν ἡμῖν διδάσκαλον, ὡς εἴ τις μεθύων εἰς μεθύοντας παριὼν 
κακηγορεῖ τοὺς νήφοντας ὡς μεθύοντας 

It is not easy on the evidence here collected to say whether it 
was the Preaching of Peter or the Apology of Aristides which lay 
before Celsus, but we can hardly doubt that it must have been 
one or the other. The statement that the world was made for the 
sake of man does not find a place in the recognised fragments of 
the Preaching; but we have given good reasons for believing 
_ that it was contained in it. On the other hand, the Apology gives 
no starting point for the attack of Celsus on Jewish prophecies 
about the Messiah, whereas the Preaching laid great stress on this 
point (see above, p. 89). ) 


1 4». 6. x. εἰ οὖν Διόνυσος σφαγεὶς οὐκ ἠδυνήθη ἑαυτῷ βοηθῆσαι... πῶς ἂν εἴη θεός ; 
(et passim). Cf. δέσμιος and δραπέτης in the same chapter. 
2 Ap. 6. XVi. ὁδεύοντες γὰρ ἐν σκότει προσρήσσονται ἑαυτοῖς ws μεθύοντες. 
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VT APVD HISTORIAM BARLAAM ET JOSAPHAT CONSERVATVR. 


A ΄ on \ , \ 
π΄ I. ᾿Εγὼ, βασιλεῦ, προνοίᾳ θεοῦ ἦλθον εἰς τὸν κόσμον" καὶ 239 
A ͵ / 
θεωρήσας τὸν οὐρανὸν καὶ τὴν γῆν καὶ τὴν θάλασσαν, ἥλιόν TE 
\ 
καὶ σελήνην καὶ τὰ λοιπὰ, ἐθαύμασα THY διακόσμησιν τούτων. 
al / 
ἰδὼν δὲ τὸν κόσμον Kal τὰ ἐν αὐτῷ πάντα, OTL κατὰ ἀνάγκην 
a a \ a \ a 8 / a 
κινεῖται, συνῆκα τὸν κινοῦντα καὶ διακρατοῦντα εἶναι θεόν" πᾶν 5 
ἴω / a “ 
γὰρ τὸ κινοῦν ἰσχυρότερον τοῦ κινουμένου, καὶ τὸ διακρατοῦν 
a , 3... δ 5S / * 
ἰσχυρότερον τοῦ διακρατουμένου ἐστίν. αὐτὸν οὖν λέγω εἶναι 
/ \ / n Y 
.9 θεὸν τὸν συστησάμενον τὰ πάντα Kai διακρατοῦντα, ἄναρχον 
ΕΣ ᾽ / > ’ a a 
καὶ ἀΐδιον, ἀθάνατον καὶ ἀπροσδεῆ, ἀνώτερον πάντων τῶν παθῶν 
, > a ,ὔ ᾽ \ 
καὶ ἐλαττωμάτων, ὀργῆς Te Kal λήθης καὶ ἀγνοίας Kal τῶν τὸ 
A > ’ lal \ \ / / Φ , / 
λοιπῶν. δι᾿ αὐτοῦ δὲ τὰ πάντα συνέστηκεν. οὐ χρήζει θυσίας 
lal γὼ 7 Ὁ 
καὶ σπονδῆς, οὐδέ τινος πάντων τῶν φαινομένων" πᾶντες δὲ 
’ a / 
αὐτοῦ ypr Covet. 
, / > , \ a \ \ Q 
-Φ ΠΤ]. Τούτων οὕτως εἰρημένων περὶ θεοῦ, καθὼς ἐμὲ ἐχώρησε 
\ ’ a γι Μ. \ b] \ \ > / / “ 
περὶ αὐτοῦ λέγειν, ἔλθωμεν καὶ ἐπὶ τὸ ἀνθρώπινον γένος, ὅπως τς 
yy / > a , a ᾽ / \ / A 
ἴδωμεν τίνες αὐτῶν μετέχουσι τῆς ἀληθείας Kal τίνες τῆς 240 
, \ / » Co Ψ a 7 , 7 
πλάνης. φανερὸν γάρ ἐστιν ἡμῖν, ὦ βασιλεῦ, ὅτι τρία γένη 
aN 2) / A , φ 3 e “-“ « tal 
εἰσὶν ἀνθρώπων ἐν τῷδε TO κόσμῳ" ὧν εἰσὶν οἱ τῶν Tap ὑμῖν 
a ᾽ a / 
λεγομένων θεῶν προσκυνηταὶ, καὶ ᾿Ιουδαῖοι, καὶ χριστιανοί" 
᾽ \ \ / δ ὃς \ / \ > la 
αὐτοὶ δὲ πάλιν οἱ τοὺς πολλοὺς σεβόμενοι θεοὺς εἰς τρία 20 
- , ΄ \a \ . 
διαιροῦνται γένη, Χαλδαίους τε καὶ “EXAnvas καὶ Αἰγυπτίους 


2 καὶ τὴν γῆν καὶ τὴν] MP; καὶ γῆν καὶ Bois; γῆν καὶ W; sed cf. p. 101, 
1. 8 ἡλιόν τε] P Bois; ἥλιον MW ὅ κινεῖται] κινοῦνται M 0. ἰσχυ- 
ρώτερον M (et 1. 7) 7,8 θεὸν εἶναι M 11 θυσιῶν M 12 σπονδῆς] Bois; 
libamine lat; σπονδὰς PW; σπονδῶν Μ om. τινος MP Bois; sed aliquo 
lat 15 ἐπὶ] rept W 18 ἀνθρώπων] P Bois syr; om. MW lat ὑμῖν] 
ὑμῶν P Bois 21 dtalpovra P 


10 


15 


241 


25 


30 
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οὗτοι yap γεγόνασιν ἀρχηγοὶ καὶ διδάσκαλοι τοῖς λοιποῖς ἔθνεσι 
τῆς τῶν πολυωνύμων θεῶν λατρείας καὶ προσκυνήσεως. 

IIT. Ἴδωμεν οὖν τίνες τούτων μετέχουσι τῆς ἀληθείας καὶ 
τίνες τῆς πλάνης. 

Οἱ μὲν γὰρ Χαλδαῖοι, μὴ εἰδότες θεὸν, ἐπλανήθησαν ὀπίσω 
τῶν στοιχείων, καὶ ἤρξαντο σέβεσθαι τὴν κτίσιν παρὰ τὸν 
κτίσαντα αὐτούς" ὧν καὶ μορφώματά τινα ποιήσαντες ὠνόμασαν 
ἐκτύπωμα τοῦ οὐρανοῦ καὶ τῆς γῆς καὶ τῆς θαλάσσης, ἡλίου 
τε καὶ σελήνης, καὶ τῶν λοιπῶν στουχείων ἢ φωστήρων, καὶ 
συγκλείσαντες ναοῖς προσκυνοῦσι θεοὺς καλοῦντες, OVS καὶ 
τηροῦσιν ἀσφαλῶς ἵνα μὴ κλαπῶσιν ὑπὸ λῃστῶν, καὶ οὐ 


a vA an \ nr a aA \ Δ 
συνῆκαν ὅτι πᾶν τὸ τηροῦν μεῖζον τοῦ τηρουμένου ἐστὶ, καὶ 


Oa 


\ 


an an / a 
ποιῶν μείζων ἐστὶ τοῦ ποιουμένου. εἰ γὰρ ἀδυνατοῦσιν οἱ θεοὶ 
5 ΓΑ \ an 5 / / A 7.- 7 
αὐτῶν περὶ τῆς ἰδίας σωτηρίας, πῶς ἄλλοις σωτηρίαν χαρί- 
1 5 a 
σονται; πλάνην οὖν μεγάλην ἐπλανήθησαν οἱ Χαλδαῖοι, 
[2 ’ / \ \ 3 : n \ / 
σεβόμενοι ἀγάλματα νεκρὰ καὶ ἀνωφελη. καὶ θαυμάζειν μοι 
> / in a an ς 7 fp) 5 a 
ἐπέρχεται, ὦ βασιλεῦ, πῶς οἱ λεγόμενοι φιλόσοφοι αὐτῶν 
Ww “7 aA {4 Ν 3 \ \ an 2 5 > 
οὐδ᾽ ὅλως συνῆκαν OTL καὶ αὐτὰ τὰ στοιχεῖα φθαρτά ἐστιν. εἰ 
\ tal , \ ¢€ / \ » i 
δὲ Ta στοιχεῖα φθαρτά ἐστι καὶ ὑποτασσόμενα κατὰ ἀνάγκην; 
A > \ ͵ > \ \ aA ’ SPN \ A Ne SN 
πῶς εἰσὶ θεοί; εἰ δὲ τὰ στοιχεῖα οὐκ εἰσὶ θεοὶ, πώς τὰ ἀγάλματα, 
“Δ pe \ 5) an NG ie: , 
ἃ γέγονεν εἰς τιμὴν αὐτῶν, θεοὶ ὑπάρχουσιν; 
3 53 a 2 Ὥ uf 
IV. ᾿Ἄλθωμεν οὖν, ὦ βασιλεῦ, ἐπ᾽ αὐτὰ Ta στουχεῖα, ὅπως 
A f » ᾽ \ \ 
ἀποδείξωμεν περὶ αὐτῶν OTL οὐκ εἰσὶ θεοὶ, ἀλλὰ φθαρτὰ Kal 
lal \ J / r 
ἀλλοιούμενα, ἐκ τοῦ μὴ ὄντος παραχθέντα προστάγματι τοῦ 


, a of " , 3 / y DP ἡ 
ὄντως θεοῦ, ὅς ἐστιν ἄφθαρτός τε καὶ ἀναλλοίωτος καὶ ἀόρατος" ἃ 


3 a \ aA 
αὐτὸς δὲ πάντα ὁρᾷ, καὶ καθὼς βούλεται ἀλλοιοῖ καὶ μετα- 
͵ ΄ > / \ lal fe 
βάλλει. τί οὖν λέγω περὶ TOV στοιχείων; 
e 1 9 3 A CoA 
Οἱ νομίζοντες τὸν οὐρανὸν εἶναι θεὸν πλανῶνται. ὁρῶμεν 
\ / 5 
γὰρ αὐτὸν τρεπόμενον καὶ κατὰ ἀνάγκην κινούμενον, καὶ ἐκ 
a lel δ \ t a / 
πολλῶν συνεστῶτα᾽ διὸ καὶ κόσμος καλεῖται. κόσμος δὲ κατα- 


σκευή ἐστι τινὸς τεχνίτου τὸ κατασκευασθὲν δὲ ἀρχὴν καὶ 

2 πολυονύμων P 4 wes] --τῶν Μ 5 μὴ] οἱ μὴ Bois 
6 om. trav Μ 7 κτίσαντα] + καὶ ποιήσαντα P 8 ἐκτύπωμα] 
MPVom; figuram lat; ἐκτυπώματα W Bois καὶ (sec)] ἢ MP 11 τηροῦ- 
σιν] συντηροῦντες Μ' 14 om. ἰδίας P 14, 15 χαρίσωνται W* 18 
om. καὶ Μ 18, 19 om. φθαρτά ἐστιν. εἰ δὲ τὰ στοιχεῖα W 18—20 
om. φθαρτά ἐστιν. ei—Oeol; εἰ δὲ τὰ στοιχεῖα P 24 ἀλλοιούμενα] ἀπολύ- 
μενα W ὄντος] ὄντως W* 2ῦ ὄντως) ὄντος PW? 20 ὁρῶν P 


30 om. καὶ PW lat 
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/ ” -“ \ « ᾽ \ \ > / A -“ , -“ 
τέλος ἔχει. κινεῖται δὲ ὁ οὐρανὸς κατὰ ἀνάγκην σὺν τοῖς αὐτοῦ 
fal / / 
φωστῆρσι᾽' τὰ yap ἄστρα τάξει Kat διαστήματι φερόμενα ἀπὸ 
΄, a , « ᾽ ΄ὔ 
σημείου εἰς σημεῖον, οἱ μὲν δύνουσιν, οἱ δὲ ἀνατέλλουσι, καὶ κατὰ 
lal r ’ Ὁ 
καιροὺς πορείαν ποιοῦνται τοῦ ἀποτελεῖν θέρη καὶ χειμῶνας, 
καθὰ ἐπιτέτακται αὐτοῖς παρὰ τοῦ θεοῦ, καὶ οὐ παραβαίνουσι 

Ne ON “ Nios ΄, ͵ ἃ. τ \ a 

τοὺς ἰδίους ὅρους, κατὰ ἀπαραίτητον φύσεως ἀνάγκην, σὺν TO 
, / “ 5» A 3 > \ \ 
οὐρανίῳ κόσμῳ. ὅθεν φανερόν ἐστι μὴ εἶναι τὸν οὐρανὸν θεὸν, 
9. 3 ἂν lal 
ἀλλ᾽ ἔργον θεοῦ. 
Οἱ δὲ νομίζοντες τὴν γῆν εἶναι θεὰν ἐπλανήθησαν. ὁρῶμεν 
» lal 
yap αὐτὴν ὑπὸ τῶν ἀνθρώπων ὑβριζομένην Kal κατακυριευομένην, 
σκαπτομένην καὶ φυρομένην καὶ ἄχρηστον γινομένην. ἐὰν γὰρ 
2 a Lal 
ὀπτηθῇ, γίνεται νεκρά" ἐκ yap τοῦ ὀστράκου φύεται οὐδέν. ἔτι 
\ Ni SSE ce , A / \ 5 Ν ς e \ 
δὲ καὶ ἐὰν ἐπὶ πλέον βραχῇ, φθείρεται καὶ αὐτὴ καὶ οἱ καρποὶ 
αὐτῆς. καταπατεῖται δὲ ὑπό τε ἀνθρώπων καὶ τῶν λοιπῶν 
“ 
ζώων, αἵμασι φονευομένων μιαίνεται, διορύσσεται, γεμίζεται 
“Ὁ / 
νεκρῶν, θήκη γίνεται σωμάτων. τούτων οὕτως ὄντων, οὐκ ἐνδέ- 
‘ fal 3 \ » ΓΜ -“ ᾽ an Ὁ , 
χεται τὴν γῆν εἶναι θεὰν, GAN ἔργον θεοῦ εἰς χρῆσιν ἀνθρώπων. 
« 3 / 

V. Oc δὲ νομίζοντες τὸ ὕδωρ εἶναι θεὸν ἐπλανήθησαν. καὶ 
αὐτὸ γὰρ εἰς χρῆσιν τῶν ἀνθρώπων γέγονε, καὶ κατακυριεύετωι 
«ς , » A ᾽ὔ \ y % » Qn ς , 
ὑπ᾽ αὐτῶν, μιαίνεται καὶ φθείρεται, καὶ ἀλλοιοῦται ἑψόμενον 
καὶ ἀλλασσόμενον χρώμασι, καὶ ὑπὸ τοῦ κρύους πηγνύμενον, 
καὶ αἵμασι μολυνόμενον, καὶ εἰς πάντων τῶν ἀκαθάρτων πλύσιν 
> , Ν > Ud Nar ick 5 \ 5 > ἐν an 
ἀγόμενον. διὸ ἀδύνατον τὸ ὕδωρ εἶναι θεὸν, ἀλλ᾽ ἔργον θεοῦ. 

Οἱ δὲ νομίζοντες τὸ πῦρ εἶναι θεὸν πλανῶνται. τὸ γὰρ 
πῦρ ἐγένετο εἰς χρῆσιν ἀνθρώπων, καὶ κατακυριεύεται ὑπ᾽ 
αὐτῶν, περιφερόμενον ἐκ τόπου εἰς τόπον εἰς ἕψησιν καὶ ὄπτησιν 
παντοδαπῶν κρεῶν, ἔτι δὲ καὶ νεκρῶν σωμάτων" φθείρεται δὲ 

c A , 
Kal κατὰ πολλοὺς τρόπους, ὑπὸ τῶν ἀνθρώπων σβεννύμενον. 
\ 5 ΕἸ 7] \ lal 3 Ν ’ > ΕΣ fal 
διὸ οὐκ ἐνδέχεται TO πῦρ εἶναι θεὸν, GAN ἔργον θεοῦ. 
« 7 lal 5 / 5 ~ n 
Οἱ δὲ νομίζοντες THY τῶν ἀνέμων πνοὴν εἶναι θεὰν πλανῶνται. 


1. οὐρανὸς] -- καὶ W αὐτοῦ] ἑαυτοῦ PW 8 δύουσιν Bois ἀνα- 
τέλουσν MW δ καθὰ] καθ᾽ ὃ W 11 om. σκαπτομένην Bois (sed C 
habet) φυρομένην] Bois; φυρουμένην PW; φρουρουμένην CM 11, 12 
om. γινομένην---ὀπτηθῇ P 12 ἐκ γὰρ] καθότι ἐκ W om. τοῦ P 
15 om. γεμίζεται Bois (sed C habet) 10 νεκρωθήκη P 19 om. τῶν 
PW 20 ἑψούμενον MPW 22 om. καὶ αἵμασι μολυνόμενον Bois Vay 
22, 23 om. καὶ els πάντων---ἀγόμενον M 24, 25 τὸ yap πῦρ ἐγένετο eis 
χρῆσιν] καὶ αὐτὸ γὰρ els χρῆσιν ἐγένετο Bois V., 25 χρῆσιν] χρίσιν M 
28 om. καὶ W σβενύμενον W 
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δ Ἁ 2) “ ὃ ἿΝ [, ς , \ / lal ’ θ , 
φανερὸν γάρ ἐστιν ὅτι δουλεύει ἑτέρῳ, καὶ χάριν τῶν ἀνθρώπων 
A na \ 
κατεσκεύασται ὑπὸ τοῦ θεοῦ πρὸς μεταγωγὴν πλοίων Kal 
a lal \ ’ an 
συγκομιδὰς TOV σιτικῶν, καὶ εἰς λοιπὰς αὐτῶν χρείας" αὔξει τε 
a \ 2 n 
Kal λήγει κατ᾽ ἐπιταγὴν θεοῦ. διὸ οὐ νενόμισται THY τῶν 39 
eae \ τὰ \ γ δ 90 a 
5 ἀνέμων πνοὴν εἶναι θεὰν, adr ἔργον θεοῦ. 
δ 3 \ n 
VI. Οἱ δὲ νομίζοντες τὸν ἥλιον εἶναι θεὸν πλανῶνται. ὁρῶ- 
\ 5 / 
μεν γὰρ αὐτὸν κινούμενον κατὰ ἀνάγκην Kal τρεπόμενον, καὶ 
“ / ’ 
243 μεταβαίνοντα ἀπὸ σημείου εἰς σημεῖον, δύνοντω Kai ἀνατέλλοντα, 
a \ \ a a ᾽ [, 
τοῦ θερμαίνειν τὰ φυτὰ καὶ βλαστὰ εἰς χρῆσιν τῶν ἀνθρώπων, 
\ a a 
10 €TL δὲ Kal μερισμὸν ἔχοντα μετὰ τῶν λοιπῶν ἀστέρων, Kal 
3. , v na 3 a \ \ 3 / an \ 
ἐλάττονα ὄντα τοῦ οὐρανοῦ πολὺ, Kal ἐκλείποντα TOD φωτὸς, 
καὶ μηδεμίαν αὐτοκράτειαν ἔχοντα. διὸ οὐ νενόμισται τὸν ἥλιον 
3 \ 3 >, Ωὲ an 
εἶναι θεὸν, ἀλλ᾽ ἔργον θεοῦ. 
O e δὲ 7 \ ͵ 5 0 \ Ὁ ς A 
L δὲ νομίζοντες τὴν σελήνην εἶναι θεὰν πλανῶνται. ὁρῶμεν 
X ? \ ; \ ’ 
1s γὰρ αὐτὴν κινουμένην κατὰ ἀνάγκην Kal τρεπομένην, Kal μετα- 
/ > i? a 
βαίνουσαν ἀπὸ σημείου εἰς σημεῖον, δύνουσάν τε Kal ἀνατέλ- 
an ’ a 
λουσαν εἰς χρῆσιν τῶν ἀνθρώπων, Kal ἐλάττονα οὖσαν τοῦ 
c 7 ’ / \ / \ 5) / 4 
ἡλίου, αὐξομένην τε Kal μειουμένην, καὶ ἐκλείψεις ἔχουσαν. 
\ > lj \ 7 5 \ ’ we ΓΚ a 
διὸ οὐ νενόμισται τὴν σελήνην εἷναι θεὰν, ἀλλ᾽ ἔργον θεοῦ. 
Ἂ ΄ \ a 53 " 
20 VII. Οἱ δὲ νομίζοντες τὸν ἄνθρωπον εἶναι θεὸν πλανώνται. 
¢ aA. \ \ , NX 
ὁρῶμεν yap αὐτὸν κινούμενον κατὰ ἀνάγκην, Kal τρεφόμενον. 
καὶ γηράσκοντα, καὶ μὴ θέλοντος αὐτοῦ. καὶ ποτὲ μὲν χαίρει, 
Ν \ a / / a n 
ποτὲ δὲ λυπεῖται, δεόμενος βρώματος καὶ ποτοῦ καὶ ἐσθῆτος. 
> \ ? \ > /- \ N \ 2 \ \ 
εἶναι δὲ αὐτὸν ὀργίλον καὶ ζηλωτὴν καὶ ἐπιθυμητὴν, καὶ 
/ \ > / \ yy 7 \ 
25 μεταμελόμενον, καὶ ἐλαττώματα πολλὰ ἔχοντα. φθείρεται δὲ 
κατὰ πολλοὺς τρόπους, ὑπὸ στοιχείων Kal ἕώων, καὶ τοῦ 
ἐπικειμένου αὐτῷ θανάτου. οὐκ ἐνδέχεται οὖν εἶναι τὸν ἄνθρωπον 
\ > 23. ΓΚ A 
θεὸν, ἀλλ᾽ ἔργον θεοῦ. 
Πλάνην οὖν μεγάλην ἐπλανήθησαν οἱ Χαλδαῖοι, ὀπίσω τῶν 
“ \ \ aA 
30 ἐπιθυμημάτων αὐτῶν. σέβονται yap Ta φθαρτὰ στοιχεῖα καὶ 
an / 
244 τὰ νεκρὰ ἀγάλματα, Kal οὐκ αἰσθάνονται ταῦτα θεοποιούμενοι... 


1. ἑτέρῳ] θεῷ C 8 συγκομηδὰς M; uentilationem lat σιτίων Bois 
Vx, 102 αὐξουμένην P 10 μερισμὸν] W; diuisionem lat; μερισμοὺς MP 
Bois 16,17 ἀνατέλουσαν M 17 χρῆσιν] W; χρείαν MP Bois 18 
αὐξουμένην MPW Bois 22 καὶ ποτὲ μὲν χαίρει] deficit C usque ad καὶ εἰσὶ 
παράνομοι p. 110, 1. 10 28 βρώματος] βρωμάτων Bois; ἄρτου ἊΝ ; cibo lat 
24 ἐπιθυμητὴν καὶ ζηλωτὴν M 25 μετάμελον W; μεταβαλλόμενον Ῥ πολλὰ 
ἐλαττώματα Bois 27 ὑποκειμένου W ; imminente lat 80 ἐπιθυμιῶν Ῥ 


-- 


104 APOLOGIA ARISTIDIS. 


VILL "EdA@wpev οὖν ἐπὶ τοὺς “EXAnvas, ἵνα ἴδωμεν εἴ τι 
a \ “ e > 7 \ / 3 > 
φρονοῦσι περὶ θεοῦ. οἱ οὖν “EXAnvEs σοφοὶ λέγοντες εἶναι ἐμω- 
/ “-“ lal / ‘ x \ 
ράνθησαν χεῖρον τῶν Χαλδαίων, παρεισάγοντες θεοὺς πολλοὺς 
γεγενῆσθαι, τοὺς μὲν ἄρρενας, τὰς δὲ θηλείας, παντοίων παθῶν 
καὶ παντοδαπῶν δημιουργοὺς ἀνομημάτων. [ods ἐκεῖνοι αὐτοὶ 
γ.ῳ." \ cy A’ a > I \ \ BN 
ἐξέθεντο μοιχοὺς εἶναι καὶ φονεῖς, ὀργίλους καὶ ζηλωτὰς Kal 
θυμαντικοὺς, πατροκτόνους καὶ ἀδελφοκτόνους, κλέπτας καὶ 
ἅρπαγας, χωλοὺς καὶ κυλλοὺς, καὶ φαρμακοὺς, καὶ μαινομένους" 
καὶ τούτων τινὰς μὲν τετελευτηκότας, τινὰς δὲ κεκεραυνωμένους 
\ i ’ , \ f Vt \ 
καὶ δεδουλευκότας ἀνθρώποις, Kal φυγάδας γενομένους, Kal Ko- 
πτομένους καὶ θρηνουμένους, καὶ εἰς ζῶα μεταμορφουμένους ἐπὶ 
πονηραῖς καὶ αἰσχραῖς πράξεσιν. ὅθεν γελοῖα καὶ μωρὰ 
\ > lal / εὖ a Cer \ 
καὶ ἀσεβῆ παρεισήγαγον οἱ EXAnves, βασιλεῦ, ῥήματα, τοὺς 
μὴ ὄντας προσαγορεύοντες θεοὺς, κατὰ τὰς ἐπιθυμίας αὐτῶν 
Tas πονηρᾶς, ἵνα, τούτους συνηγόρους ἔχοντες τῆς κακίας, μοι- 
χεύωσιν, ἁρπάζωσι, φονεύωσι, καὶ τὰ πάνδεινα ποιῶσιν. εἰ γὰρ 
οἱ θεοὶ αὐτῶν τοιαῦτα ἐποίησαν, πῶς καὶ αὐτοὶ οὐ τοιαῦτα 
i. > lol a 
πράξουσιν; ἐκ τούτων οὖν τῶν ἐπιτηδευμάτων τῆς πλάνης 
συνέβη τοῖς ἀνθρώποις πολέμους ἔχειν συχνοὺς, καὶ σφαγὰς καὶ 
αἰχμαλωσίας πικράς. 

ΙΧ, ᾿Αλλὰ καὶ καθ᾽ ἕκαστον τῶν θεῶν αὐτῶν εἰ θελήσομεν 
ἐλθεῖν τῷ λόγῳ, πολλὴν ὄψει τὴν ἀτοπίαν: ὅπως παρεισάγεται 
αὐτοῖς πρὸ πάντων θεὸς Ἱζρόνος, καὶ τούτῳ θύουσι τὰ ἴδια τέκνα" 
a ” a Ἂν, > n id , νΝ \ ” Ἄν 
ὃς ἔσχε παῖδας πολλοὺς ἐκ τῆς Ρέας, καὶ μανεὶς ἤσθιε τὰ ἴδια 

/ \ \ SN / f ᾽ “Ὁ \ > a ἵν lal 
τέκνα. φασὶ δὲ τὸν Ala κόψαι αὐτοῦ Ta ἀναγκαῖα καὶ βαλεῖν 
εἰς τὴν θάλασσαν, ὅθεν ᾿Αφροδίτη μυθεύεται γεννᾶσθαι. δήσας 

Φ ἊΝ Μ / ¢ \ ” ’ \ / Le fa) 
οὖν τὸν ἴδιον πατέρα ὁ Ζεὺς ἔβαλεν eis τὸν Τάρταρον. ὁρᾷς 
τὴν πλάνην καὶ ἀσέλγειαν ἣν παρεισάγουσι κατὰ τοῦ θεοῦ 


1. οὖν] καὶ PW; itaque lat 8. πολλοὺς θεοὺς Bois 4 tds] τοὺς 
Bois; alios lat 5 αὐτοὶ ἐκεῖνοι M 6 φωνεῖς, ὀργήλους M 7 καὶ 
ἀδελφοκτόνους] om. P syr; καὶ ἀδελφοκτώνους M 8 χωλοὺς---μαινομένουΞς] καὶ 
ἐξωλεῖς κακῶν P κυλλοὺς]7 κοιλοὺς M 9 καικεραυνωμένους M; κεραυνωμένους P 
10, 11 καὶ κοπτ. καὶ θρην.] post κεκεραυνωμένους Bois 12 πράξεσιν] 
μίξεσιν ΒΟΙΒ 15, 10 μοιχεύσωσιν, ἀρπάξωσι, φονεύσωσι M 10. πάν- 
δεινα] πάντα δεινὰ P ; δεινὰ πάντα M; omnia mala lat 18 πράξωσιν PW +e 
γὰρ οἱ θεοὶ αὐτῶν ἄφρονες, πῶς οὐχὶ Kal αὐτοὶ ὅμοιοι αὐτοῖς ἔσονται W 19 τοὺς 
ἀνθρώπους Bois 21 om. καὶ PW lat 22 ὅπως] ὁ πρῶτος coniecit 
Bois; inducitur enim lat 28 θεὸς] + ὁ λεγόμενος Bois θύσωσι Ῥ 
24 ἴσθιε M 25 τὸν Δία κόψαι] τοῦτον διακόψαι Νὴ 5 20 ἀφροδίτην W 
Bois μηθύεται M ; μυθύεσθαι Bois 27 ἔβαλλεν W? 
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5) an ? / > \ a / \ 5 nv A 
αὐτῶν; ἐνδέχεται οὖν θεὸν εἶναι δέσμιον καὶ ἀπόκοπον; ὦ τῆς 
/ (ΟἹ La) a [ 
ἀνοίας" τίς τῶν νοῦν ἐχόντων ταῦτα φήσειεν ; 
, , ς \ a \ a a 
Δεύτερος παρεισάγεται ὃ Ζεὺς, ὃν φασὶ βασιλεῦσαι τῶν 
a ’ aA A “ 
θεών αὐτῶν, καὶ μεταμορφοῦσθαι εἰς ζῶα, ὅπως μοιχεύσῃ θνητὰς 
5 γυναῖκας. παρεισάγουσι γὰρ τοῦτον μεταμορφούμενον εἰς ταῦρον 
\ 3 
πρὸς Εὐρώπην, καὶ εἰς χρυσὸν πρὸς Δανάην, καὶ εἰς κύκνον 
\ / \ 
πρὸς Λήδαν, καὶ εἰς σάτυρον πρὸς ᾿Αντιόπην, καὶ εἰς κεραυνὸν 
iN , 5 / 
πρὸς Σεμέλην" εἶτα γενέσθαι ἐκ τούτων τέκνα πολλὰ, Διόνυσον 
Ν an A 
καὶ LZnOov καὶ ᾿Αμφίονα καὶ Ἡρακλῆν καὶ ᾿Απόλλωνα καὶ 
Yj , 
το Ἄρτεμιν καὶ Ilepoéa, Κ ἀστορά τε καὶ ᾿Εἰλένην καὶ ἸΤοχυδεύκην, 
\ 7 ἢ 
246 καὶ Μίνωα καὶ Ῥαδάμανθυν καὶ Σαρπηδόνα, καὶ τὰς ἐννέα θυγα- Ne 
/ “Δ 
τέρας ἃς προσηγόρευσαν Μούσας. εἶθ᾽ οὕτως παρεισάγουσι 
\ \ \ 2 , fy an n ’ / 
τὰ κατὰ τὸν ᾿ανυμήδην. συνέβη οὖν, βασιλεῦ, τοῖς ἀνθρώποις 
μιμεῖσθαι ταῦτα πάντα, καὶ γίνεσθαι μουχοὺς καὶ ἀρρενομανεῖς, 
15 Kal ἄλλων δεινῶν ἔργων ἐργάτας, κατὰ μίμησιν τοῦ θεοῦ αὐτῶν. 
> / 3; 3 > / 5 
πῶς οὖν ἐνδέχεται θεὸν εἶναι μοιχὸν ἢ avdpoBaTny, ἢ πατρο- 
Uj 
KTOVOD ; 
\ i 
Χ, Σὺν τούτῳ δὲ καὶ "Hpaiotov τινα παρεισάγουσι θεὸν 
5 \ a aA a 
εἶναι, καὶ τοῦτον χωλὸν, Kal κρατοῦντα σφῦραν Kal πυρόλαβον, 
a oO / 
20 καὶ χαλκεύοντα χάριν τροφῆς. ἄρα ἐπενδεής ἐστιν; ὅπερ οὐκ 
2 δέ θ \ 5 \ δὲ ὃ / 3 θ , 
ἐνδέχεται θεὸν εἶναι χωλὸν οὐδὲ προσδεόμενον ἀνθρώπων. 
ἘΣ ς A \ 5 \ \ 
Kita τὸν ᾿ρμῆν παρεισάγουσι θεὸν εἶναι ἐπιθυμητὴν Kat 
κλέπτην καὶ πλεονέκτην καὶ μάγον “καὶ κυλλὸν καὶ λόγων xs 
ἑρμηνευτήν. ὅπερ οὐκ ἐνδέχεται θεὸν εἶναι τοιοῦτον. 
\ Nie, \ , \ 3 2 \ yA \ 
2s Tov δὲ ᾿Ασκληπιὸν παρεισάγουσι θεὸν εἶναι, ἰατρὸν ὄντα καὶ 
κατασκευάζοντα φάρμακα καὶ σύνθεσιν ἐμπλάστρων, χάριν 
ΤΣ Qo, τ a \ 
τροφῆς" ἐπενδεὴς yap nv’ ὕστερον δὲ κεραυνοῦσθαι αὐτὸν ὑπὸ 
a \ \ / a 
tov Διὸς διὰ Τυνδάρεων Λακεδαίμονος υἱὸν, καὶ ἀποθανεῖν. εἰ 


2 τῶν] τὸν W* 8, 4 τῶν θεῶν] τὸν θεὸν Ῥ 8 σημέλην Ῥ 
9 ἀμφίωνα Ῥ ἡρακλῆ M ἀπόλωνα MW 10 κάστωρα P 
mo\voevkn Μ 1. μήνωα PW om. καὶ (prim.) P σαρπιδόνα M 
evéa, W* 12 παρειάγουσι P 18 γανυμίδην P συνέβη] σέβη Μ 
14 om. ταῦτα πώντα καὶ γίνεσθαι P 15 om. ἔργων M τοῦ θεοῦ] τῶν 
θεών AW syr; dei sui lat 18 τούτῳ] τούτοις ΝΥ παρεισάγουσί τινα M 
20 ἐπιδεής W Bois 21 οὐδὲ] καὶ P Bois 28 κυλὸν ὙὟΥ ; uersipellem 
lat 23, 24 om. καὶ μάγον---ἑρμηνευτήν M 24 εἶναι] +rov P; 
+ χωλὸν (κυλὸν W?) οὐδὲ προσδεόμενον ἀνθρώπων" ὅπερ οὐκ ἐνδέχεται θεὸν εἶναι W 
25 ἀσκήπιον M 27 ἐπιδεὴς W 28 τυνδάρεων] Bois; τυνδάρεω M; 


τυνδάρεως W2P ; τοινδάρεως AW*; Darii lat 


106 APOLOGIA ARISTIDIS. 


δὲ ᾿Ασκληπιὸς θεὸς ὧν καὶ κεραυνωθεὶς οὐκ ἠδυνήθη ἑαυτῷ 
βοηθῆσαι, πῶς ἄλλοις βοηθήσει; 

"Apns δὲ παρεισάγεται θεὸς εἶναι πολεμιστὴς καὶ ζηλωτὴς, 247 
καὶ ἐπιθυμητὴς θρεμμάτων καὶ ἑτέρων τινῶν" ὕστερον δὲ αὐτὸν 
μοιχεύοντα τὴν ᾿Αφροδίτην δεθῆναι αὐτὸν ὑπὸ τοῦ νηπίου 5 
μ \ ig Weeks , a 3 \ Φ c » θ \ 

cas ἔρωτος καὶ ὑπὸ “Hdaiotov. πῶς οὖν θεὸς ἣν ὁ ἐπιθυμητὴς 
καὶ πολεμιστὴς καὶ δέσμιος καὶ μοιχός ; ὲ 
\ \ ΄ , \ > \ » 

Τὸν δὲ Διόνυσον παρεισάγουσι θεὸν εἶναι, νυκτερινὰς ἄγοντα 
ς \ a a ΄ 
ἑορτὰς καὶ διδάσκαλον μέθης, Kal ἀποσπῶντα τὰς τῶν πλησίον 
γυναῖκας, καὶ μαινόμενον καὶ φεύγοντα: ὕστερον δὲ αὐτὸν το 
σφαγῆναι ὑπὸ τῶν Τιτάνων. εἰ οὖν Διόνυσος σφαγεὶς οὐκ 
> lal a 
ἠδυνήθη ἑαυτῷ βοηθῆσαι, ἀλλὰ Kal μαινόμενος ἦν Kal μέθυσος 
καὶ δραπέτης, πῶς ἂν εἴη θεός ; 

\ A ΄ a A 

Tov δὲ Ἡρακλῆν παρεισάγουσι μεθυσθῆναι καὶ μανῆναι, 

\ \ " ue / 53 \ ’ lal \ “ 
καὶ τὰ ἴδια τέκνα σφάξαι, εἶτα πυρὶ ἀναλωθῆναι καὶ οὕτως τς 
ἀποθανεῖν. πῶς δ᾽ ἂν εἴη θεὸς, μέθυσος καὶ τεκνοκτόνος, καὶ 

' ἃ Ὁ ” / € a a \ 
KATAKALOMEVOS ; ἢ πῶς ἄλλοις βοηθήσει, ἑαυτῷ βοηθῆσαι μὴ 
δυνηθείς ; 

ΧΙ. Τὸν δὲ ᾿Απόλλωνα παρεισάγουσι θεὸν εἶναι ζηλωτὴν, 

Μ \ \ / \ / lal \ \ \ / 
ἔτι δὲ Kal τόξον καὶ φαρέτραν κρατοῦντα, ποτὲ δὲ καὶ κιθάραν 20 
καὶ Τἐπαυθίδα , καὶ μαντευόμενον τοῖς ἀνθρώποις χάριν 
as μισθοῦ. dpa ἐπενδεής ἐστιν; ὅπερ οὐκ ἐνδέχεται θεὸν εἶναι 
> ὃ lal \ ζ ἮΝ \ \ θ δό 
ἐνδεῆ καὶ ζηλωτὴν καὶ κιθαρῳδόν. 
ἊΝ δὲ , iO \ > lal 9 \ 
ρτεμιν δὲ παρεισάγουσιν ἀδελφὴν αὐτοῦ εἶναι, κυνηγὸν 
οὖσαν, καὶ τόξον ἔχειν μετὰ φαρέτρας" καὶ ταύτην ῥέμβεσθαι 2ς 
κατὰ τῶν ὀρέων μόνην μετὰ τῶν κυνῶν, ὅπως θηρεύσῃ ἔλαφον 248 
ἢ κάπρον. πῶς οὖν ἔσται θεὸς ἡ τοιαύτη γυνὴ καὶ κυνηγὸς καὶ 
ῥεμβομένη μετὰ τῶν κυνῶν ; 

᾿Αφροδίτην δὲ λέγουσι καὶ αὐτὴν θεὰν εἶναι μοιχαλίδα. 

\ \ ” \ \ ” \ δὲ ΑΙ / \ δὲ 
ποτὲ γὰρ ἔσχε μοιχὸν τὸν Ἄρην, ποτὲ δὲ ᾿Αγχίσην, ποτὲ δὲ 30 

/ a \ \ 
"Adwviy, ot twos καὶ τὸν θάνατον κλαίει, ζητοῦσα τὸν ἐραστὴν 
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᾽ lal “Ὃδ / \ > “ “ “ 2 / 
αὐτῆς" ἣν λέγουσιν καὶ εἰς “Αδου καταβαίνειν, ὅπως ἐξαγοράσῃ 
a 53 ee “Ὁ iY 
τὸν ᾿Αδωνιν ἀπὸ τῆς Περσεφόνης. εἶδες, ὦ βασιλεῦ, μείζονα 
ταύτης ἀφροσύνην. θεὰν παρεισάγειν τὴν μουχεύουσαν καὶ 
θρηνοῦσαν καὶ κλαίουσαν ; 
"AS δὲ U θ \ “> \ \ a 
ovw δὲ παρεισάγουσι θεὸν εἶναι κυνηγὸν, καὶ τοῦτον 
a ¢ a \ 
βιαίως ἀποθανεῖν πληγέντα ὑπὸ τοῦ ὑὸς, καὶ μὴ δυνηθέντα 
a A a A 5 - Ἵ 
βοηθῆσαι τῇ ταλαιπωρίᾳ αὐτοῦ. πῶς οὖν τῶν ἀνθρώπων 
φροντίδα ποιήσεται ὁ μοιχὸς καὶ κυνηγὸς καὶ βιοθάνατος ; 
“ / \ \ a \ a a » / 
Ταῦτα πάντα καὶ πολλὰ τοιαῦτα καὶ πολλῷ πλεῖον αἰσχρό- 
\ \ “ cd n \ a 
τερα Kal πονηρὰ παρεισήγαγον οἱ “Ελληνες, βασιλεῦ, περὶ TOV 
A > A vA vy / / Sf me, 2 \ Si a / 
θεῶν αὐτῶν, ἃ οὔτε λέγειν θέμις, οὔτ᾽ ἐπὶ μνήμης ὅλως φέρειν" 
ig U ec oo 2 \ b) \ a a > a 
ὅθεν λαμβάνοντες οἱ ἄνθρωποι ἀφορμὴν ἀπὸ τῶν θεῶν αὐτῶν, 
7 a 
ἔπραττον πᾶσαν ἀνομίαν καὶ ἀσέλγειαν Kal ἀσέβειαν, KaTa- 
μιαίνοντες γῆν τε καὶ ἀέρα ταῖς δειναῖς αὐτῶν πράξεσιν. 
XII. Αἰγύπτιοι δὲ, ἀβελτερώτεροι καὶ ἀφρονέστεροι τούτων 
Yj a a a 
ὄντες, χεῖρον πάντων τῶν ἐθνῶν ἐπλανήθησαν. οὐ yap ἠρκέσ- 
θησαν τοῖς τῶν Χαλδαίων καὶ “Ελλήνων σεβάσμασιν, adr 
Yj 7 an \ a 
ἔτι καὶ ἄλογα boa παρεισήγαγον θεοὺς εἶναι yepoata τε Kal 
» \ \ \ \ \ \ > ΙΝ 3 / 
ἔνυδρα, καὶ Ta φυτὰ καὶ βλαστὰ, καὶ ἐμιάνθησαν ἐν πάσῃ 
Uy ἈΝ »} / n / an 5» a 5 \ -Ὁ a 
μανίᾳ καὶ ἀσελγείᾳ χεῖρον πάντων τῶν ἐθνῶν ἐπὶ τῆς γῆς. 
> / \ 3 / \ = » γ \ \ 
Apxaiws yap ἐσέβοντο τὴν “low, ἔχουσαν ἀδελφὸν καὶ 
μ \ " \ f ς \ a Ξ) n b) a 
ἄνδρα τὸν “Ocipw, τὸν σφαγέντα ὑπὸ τοῦ ἀδελφοῦ αὐτοῦ 
τοῦ Τυφῶνος. καὶ διὰ τοῦτο φεύγει ἡ “lows μετὰ “Ὥρου τοῦ 
CAN. I A a an 
υἱοῦ αὐτῆς εἰς Βύβλον τῆς Συρίας, ζητοῦσα τὸν Οσιριν, καὶ 
Ὁ a “ " ce NG ΄ \ A 
πικρῶς θρηνοῦσα, ἕως ηὔξησεν ὁ “Opos Kai ἀπέκτεινε τὸν Τυφῶνα. 
=) a A a 5 
οὔτε οὖν ἡ “lows ἴσχυσε βοηθῆσαι τῷ ἰδίῳ ἀδελφῷ καὶ ἀνδρί" 
Ἢ ς ἴω a 
οὔτε ὁ "Οσιρις σφαζόμενος ὑπὸ τοῦ Τυφῶνος ἠδυνήθη avTira- 
βέσθαι ἑαυτοῦ: οὔτε Τυφῶν ὁ ἀδελφοκτόνος, ἀπολλύμενος ὑπὸ 
cy. δὴ ἊΝ a by 2 “i Cs. ς \ A 
τοῦ “Ὥρου καὶ τῆς ἴσιδος, εὐπόρησε ῥύσασθαι ἑαυτὸν τοῦ 
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Φ / / , 
θανάτου. καὶ ἐπὶ τοιούτοις ἀτυχήμασι γνωρισθέντες αὐτοὶ 
a if 
θεοὶ ὑπὸ τῶν ἀσυνέτων Αἰγυπτίων ἐνομίσθησαν" οἵτινες, μηδ᾽ 
> a a / “ 
ἐν τούτοις ἀρκεσθέντες ἢ τοῖς λοιποῖς σεβάσμασι τῶν ἐθνῶν, 
» lal \ Ly 
καὶ Ta ἄλογα ζῶα παρεισήγαγον θεοὺς εἶναι. 
Ἂν \ > lel > / / \ \ , 
Τινὲς γὰρ αὐτῶν ἐσεβάσθησαν πρόβατον, τινὲς δὲ τράγον, 
Ὡ \ / \ \ na ΕΣ \ \ ΄ \ \ 
ἕτεροι δὲ μόσχον Kal τὸν χοῖρον, ἄλλοι δὲ τὸν κορακα καὶ TOV 
cs \ \ lal \ \ 5» \ a vv Ν / 
ἱέρακα καὶ τὸν γῦπα Kal τὸν ἀετὸν, Kal ἄλλοι τὸν κροκόδειλον, 
\ \ \ 5). \ x Uy \ \ t Ν \ 
τινὲς δὲ τὸν αἴλουρον Kal τὸν κύνα, καὶ τὸν λύκον Kal τὸν 
΄ \ \ / \ \ 2 , Ν by \ 
πίθηκον, Kat τὸν δράκοντα καὶ τὴν ἀσπίδα, Kal ἄλλοι TO 
᾽ \ 
κρόμυον καὶ TO σκόροδον καὶ ἀκάνθας, καὶ τὰ λοιπὰ κτίσματα. 
\ / , / 
καὶ οὐκ αἰσθάνονται of ταλαίπωροι περὶ πάντων τούτων ὅτι 
-} \ > f [2 lal \ \ \ 5 nan 
οὐδὲν ἰσχύουσιν. ὁρῶντες yap τοὺς θεοὺς αὐτῶν βιβρωσκο- 
/ vA ᾽ 7 
μένους ὑπὸ ἑτέρων ἀνθρώπων καὶ καιομένους καὶ σφαττομένους 
\ ’ A an 7 
καὶ σηπομένους, οὐ συνῆκαν περὶ αὐτῶν OTL οὐκ εἰσὶ θεοί. 
, 3 rf 
XII. Ἰ]λάνην οὖν μεγάλην ἐπλανήθησαν of τε Αἰγύπτιοι, 
Υ ἢ 
- \ 
καὶ οἱ Χαλδαῖοι καὶ οἱ “KAXnvEs τοιούτους παρεισάγοντες θεοὺς, 
᾽ , 5 A na \ \ 
καὶ ἀγάλματα αὐτῶν ποιοῦντες, καὶ θεοποιούμενοι τὰ κωφὰ 
\ 5 la ” \ / A τ n \ ‘, 
καὶ ἀναίσθητα εἴδωλα. καὶ θαυμάζω πῶς ὁρῶντες τοὺς θεοὺς 
A € a ΄ 7 \ 
αὐτῶν ὑπὸ τῶν δημιουργῶν πριζομένους Kal πελεκουμένους, καὶ 
/ € fa ᾽ 
κολοβουμένους, παλαιουμένους τε ὑπὸ τοῦ χρόνου καὶ ἀναλυο- 
’ A 7 5 
μένους καὶ χωνευομένους, οὐκ ἐφρόνησαν περὶ αὐτῶν ὅτι οὐκ 
/ 7 n / n 
εἰσὶ θεοί. ὅτε γὰρ περὶ τῆς ἰδίας σωτηρίας οὐδὲν ἰσχύουσι, πῶς 
n ys n 
TOV ἀνθρώπων πρόνοιαν ποιήσονται; ἀλλ᾽ οἱ ποιηταὶ αὐτῶν 
an / 
καὶ φιλόσοφοι, τῶν τε Χαλδαίων καὶ “EXAjnvov καὶ Αἰγυπτίων, 
Qn , Ὁ Lal Lal 
θελήσαντες τοῖς ποιήμασιν αὐτῶν καὶ συγγραφαῖς σεμνῦναι 
\ ? ᾽ n AN , \ > / ’ a 5 / 
τοὺς Tap αὐτοῖς θεοὺς, μειζόνως τὴν αἰσχύνην αὐτῶν ἐξεκάλυψαν 
\ a a an > t 
καὶ γυμνὴν πᾶσι προὔθηκαν. εἰ γὰρ TO σῶμα τοῦ ἀνθρώπου 
x‘ ’ ’ “Ὁ A 5 \ ᾿, 
πολυμερὲς ὃν οὐκ ἀποβάλλεταί τι τῶν ἰδίων μελῶν, ἀλλὰ πρὸς 
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/ 4 f ’ f Ψ », id a > \ , 
TAaVTA τὰ μέλη ἀδιάρρηκτον ἐνῶσιν ἔχον εαὐὔυτῳ ἐστι σύμφωνον, 925] 


“ ᾽ / a “ \ yA ” , ? \ 
πῶς ἐν φύσει θεοῦ μάχη καὶ διαφωνία ἔσται τοσαύτη; εἰ yap 
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, , a A 3 , \ \ ,ὔ 
μία φύσις τῶν θεῶν ὑπῆρχεν, οὐκ ὠφειλεν θεὸς θεὸν διώκειν, 
4 / 7 A 3 Ν e Ay ce \ A ΕῚ 7 
οὔτε σφάζειν, οὔτε κακοποιεῖν" εἰ δὲ οἱ θεοὶ ὑπὸ θεῶν ἐδιώχθησαν 
[/ A « / 5 
καὶ ἐσφάγησαν, καὶ ἡρπάγησαν καὶ ἐκεραυνώθησαν, οὐκ ἔτι μία 
, 3 \ A / 
φύσις ἐστὶν, ἀλλὰ γνῶμαι διῃρημέναι, πᾶσαι κακοποιοί" ὥστε 
3 \ b] ? A ΡῚ \ Ἢ \ > 2 \ a a 
οὐδεὶς ἐξ αὐτῶν ἐστὶ θεός. φανερὸν οὖν ἐστὶν, ὦ βασιλεῦ, 
i 3 A \ \ (ol A / 
πλάνην εἶναν πᾶσαν THY περὶ τῶν θεῶν φυσιολογίαν. 
A 5 fl / 
IIés δὲ ov συνῆκαν οἱ σοφοὶ καὶ λόγιοι τῶν “Ελλήνων ὅτι 
/ , [4 ς \ A 50. / 
νόμους θέμενοι κρίνονται ὑπὸ τῶν ἰδίων νόμων ; εἰ yap οἱ 
/ / lA i? e ΕῚ A \ 
νόμοι δίκαιοί εἰσιν, ἄδικοι πάντως οἱ θεοὶ αὐτῶν εἰσὶ, παράνομα 
/ ef / \ / 
ποιήσαντες, ἀλληλοκτονίας Kal φαρμακείας Kal μουχείας Kal 
’ 3 la) 7 lo) 
κλοπὰς Kal ἀρσενοκοιτίας. εἰ δὲ καλῶς ἔπραξαν ταῦτα, οἱ 
, ” ν / > \ A A J \ \ e 
νόμοι ἄρα ἄδικοί εἰσι, κατὰ τῶν θεῶν συντεθέντες. νυνὶ δὲ οἱ 
4 / 5 \ / \ \ » A \ \ ἃ 
νόμοι καλοί Eick καὶ δίκαιοι, τὰ καλὰ ἐπαινοῦντες καὶ τὰ κακὰ 
Ν 2 A A >’ A / U 
ἀπαγορεύοντες" Ta δὲ ἔργα τῶν θεῶν αὐτῶν παράνομα" παρά- 
3 A \ 9} / , 3 a 
νομοι apa ot θεοὶ αὐτῶν, Kat ἔνοχοι πάντες θανάτου καὶ ἀσεβεῖς 
\ , \ \ \ e 
οἱ τοιούτους θεοὺς παρεισάγοντες. εἰ μὲν γὰρ μυθικαὶ al περὶ 
» A e 7 5 / » 3 \ / / ’ \ \ 
αὐτῶν ἱστορίαι, οὐδέν εἶσιν εἰ μὴ μόνον λόγοι" εἰ δὲ φυσικαὶ, 
᾽ 7 3 « A , \ , 
οὐκ ἔτι θεοί εἰσιν οἱ ταῦτα ποιήσαντες καὶ παθόντες" εἰ δὲ 
3 aA iy) \ ’ Yj 
ἀλληγορικαὶ, μῦθοί εἰσι καὶ οὐκ ἄλλο τι. 
Ε] / / 3 A A / \ 
XIV. ᾿Αποδέδεικται τοίνυν, ὦ βασιλεῦ, ταῦτα πάντα τὰ 
7, / / vy \ a] 7 ¢€ {2 
πολύθεα σεβάσματα πλάνης ἔργα καὶ ἀπωλείας ὑπάρχειν. 
3 \ \ \ 3 / ς \ \ \ ¢ A 5 \ 
ov χρὴ yap θεοὺς ὀνομάζειν ὁρατοὺς καὶ μὴ ὁρῶντας: ἀλλὰ 
\ a? \ / ¢ A \ / 
τὸν ἀόρατον Kal πάντα ὁρῶντα Kal πάντα δημιουργήσαντα 
A \ ΄ 
δεῖ θεὸν σέβεσθαι. 
7 > 3 A \ 3 
Ἔμλθωμεν οὖν, ὦ βασιλεῦ, καὶ ἐπὶ τοὺς ᾿Ἰουδαίους, ὅπως 


.-..5. 


ἴδωμεν τί φρονοῦσι καὶ αὐτοὶ περὶ θεοῦ. οὗτοι γὰρ, τοῦ ‘ABpaaw XY 


yA 2 / ye) \ \ 93 Ν , 2 7 5 
ὄντες ἀπόγονοι καὶ ᾿Ισαὰκ καὶ ᾿Ιακὼβ, παρῴκησαν εἰς Αἴγυπτον 
ἐκεῖθεν δὲ ἐξήγαγεν αὐτοὺς ὁ θεὸς ἐν χειρὶ κραταιᾷ καὶ ἐν 
ἤγαγ χειρὶ κραταιῷ 
/ « A \ ΄ A / 5 A \ / 
βραχίονι ὑψηλῷ διὰ Μωσέως τοῦ νομοθέτου αὐτῶν, καὶ τέρασι 


πολλοῖς καὶ σημείοις ἐγνώρισεν αὐτοῖς τὴν ἑαυτοῦ δύναμιν. 
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> \ 5 / Ν 3 \ / \ ’ / , 
ἀλλα, ἀγνώμονες καὶ αὐτοὶ φανέντες καὶ ἀχάριστοι, πολλάκις 
lal - A \ 
ἐλάτρευσαν τοῖς τῶν ἐθνῶν σεβάσμασι, Kai τοὺς ἀπεσταλμένους 
:) / 
πρὸς αὐτοὺς προφήτας καὶ δικαίους ἀπέκτειναν. εἶτα ws εὐδό- 
κησεν ὁ υἱὸς τοῦ θεοῦ ἐλθεῖν ἐπὶ τῆς γῆς, ἐμπαροινήσαντες εἰς 
ρα , A c lal 
αὐτὸν προέδωκαν Πιλάτῳ τῷ ἡγεμόνι τῶν Ρωμαίων καὶ σταυρῷ 5 
Ν > fal 
κατεδίκασαν, μὴ αἰδεσθέντες Tas εὐεργεσίας αὐτοῦ, καὶ τὰ 
7 a 
ἀναρίθμητα θαύματα ἅπερ ἐν αὐτοῖς εἰργάσατο" καὶ ἀπώλοντο 
A \ \ rf \ 
.Ξ τῇ ἰδίᾳ παρανομίᾳ. σέβονται γὰρ Kai νῦν τὸν θεὸν μόνον 
» / \ \ 
παντοκράτορα, ἀλλ᾽ οὐ κατ᾽ ἐπίγνωσιν: τὸν yap χριστὸν 
fal “ la) / fal a x 
ἀρνοῦνται τὸν υἱὸν τοῦ θεοῦ, Kal εἰσὶ παρόμοιοι τῶν ἐθνῶν, κἂν 10 
A \ a 
ἐγγίζειν πως τῇ ἀληθείᾳ δοκῶσιν, ἧς ἑαυτοὺς ἐμάκρυναν. ταῦτα 
περὶ τῶν Ἰουδαίων. 
“ ω A 
Ne XV. Οἱ δὲ χριστιανοὶ γενεαλογοῦνται ἀπὸ τοῦ κυρίου ᾿Τησοῦ 
a e X. Ἃ <8 lal »“ χὰ, ΜῈ 7ὔ, « A > 
Χριστοῦ. οὗτος δὲ ὁ vids τοῦ θεοῦ Tod ὑψίστου ὁμολογεῖται ἐν 
, ey . > δ a \ 5 \ \ , A ye 
πνεύματι ἁγίῳ ἀπ᾽ οὐρανοῦ καταβὰς διὰ τὴν σωτηρίαν τῶν 253 
( > 
ἀνθρώπων" καὶ ἐκ παρθένου ἁγίας γεννηθεὶς, ἀσπόρως τε Kal 
> / / ’ ΄ \ 5 / 5 “ > a 
ἀφθόρως, σάρκα ἀνέλαβε, καὶ ἀνεφάνη ἀνθρώποις, ὅπως ἐκ τῆς 
΄ ΓῚ > » 
ἢ πολυθέονυ πλάνης αὐτοὺς ἀνακαλέσηται. καὶ τελέσας τὴν 
“ / an 
θαυμαστὴν αὐτοῦ οἰκονομίαν, διὰ σταυροῦ θανάτου ἐγεύσατο 
« / a 3 > / / \ \ a e / 
€KOUC La βουλῇ κατ᾽ οἰκονομίαν μεγάλην" μετὰ δὲ τρεῖς ἡμέρας 20 
᾽ ͵ὕ Ν δὲ 5» \ » a e x / -“ , 
ἀνεβίω καὶ εἰς οὐρανοὺς ἀνῆλθεν. οὗ τὸ κλέος τῆς παρουσίας 
A a ͵ ’ A εἰ a 
ἐκ τῆς Tap αὐτοῖς καλουμένης εὐαγγελικῆς ἁγίας γραφῆς ἔξεστί 
fal fal \ t τ 
σοι γνῶναι, βασιλεῦ, ἐὰν ἐντύχῃς. οὗτος δώδεκα ἔσχε μαθητὰς, 
εἰ 3 cal ’ lol lal 
ol μετὰ τὴν ἐν οὐρανοῖς ἄνοδον αὐτοῦ ἐξῆλθον εἰς Tas ἐπαρχίας 
a / ΩΝ > / 
τῆς οἰκουμένης, καὶ ἐδίδαξαν τὴν ἐκείνου μεγαλωσύνην: καθάπερ 25 
’ lal oe. a a / 
εἷς ἐξ αὐτῶν Tas καθ᾽ ἡμᾶς περιῆλθε χώρας, TO δόγμα κηρύττων 
fal , Ui / la) an 
τῆς ἀληθείας. ὅθεν οἱ εἰσέτι διακονοῦντες TH δικαιοσύνῃ τοῦ 
κηρύγματος αὐτῶν καλοῦνται χριστιανοί. 
“XS Kai οὗτοί εἰσιν οἱ ὑπὲρ πάντα Ta ἔθνη τῆς γῆς εὑρόντες τὴν 
’ \ \ 
ἀλήθειαν: γινώσκουσι yap τὸν θεὸν κτίστην καὶ δημιουργὸν 30 
τῶν ἁπάντων ἐν υἱῷ μονογενεῖ καὶ πνεύματι ἁγίῳ, καὶ ἄνχλον 
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ἡγημόνι Ῥ 7 καὶ] διὸ P Bois 8 θεὸν τὸν μόνον Bois 9. παντο- 
κράτωρα PW* 10 παρόμοιοι] παρόμηοι M ; παράνομοι W* τοῖς ἔθνεσι Bois 
κἂν] καὶ W? 11 δοκῶσιν W* 14 οἵ. ὁ 17 ἀδιαφθόρως W? 18 
αὐτοὺς πλάνης P 19 αὐτοῦ] -- μεγάλην W θανάτον W 20 μεγά. 
λιν W 22 om. ἁγίας Μ 28. om. γνῶναι W τύχης W* ἔσχε 
δώδεκα Ῥ 20 μεγαλοσύνην PW* 29 om. of P 80 θεὸν] + εἶναι 
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θεὸν πλὴν τούτου οὐ σέβονται. ἔχουσι Tas ἐντολὰς αὐτοῦ τοῦ 
κυρίου ᾿Ιησοῦ Χριστοῦ ἐν ταῖς καρδίαις κεχαραγμένας, καὶ 
ταύτας φυλάττουσι, προσδοκῶντες ἀνάστασιν νεκρῶν καὶ ζωὴν 
τοῦ μέλλοντος αἰῶνος. οὐ μοιχεύουσιν, οὐ πορνεύουσιν, οὐ 
5 Ψψευδομαρτυροῦσιν, οὐκ ἐπιθυμοῦσι τὰ ἀλλότρια, τιμῶσι πατέρα 
καὶ μητέρα, καὶ τοὺς πλησίον φιλοῦσι, δίκαια κρίνουσιν, ὅσα οὐ 
θέλουσιν αὐτοῖς γίνεσθαι ἑτέρῳ οὐ ποιοῦσι, τοὺς ἀδικοῦντας 
αὐτοὺς παρακαλοῦσι καὶ προσφιλεῖς αὐτοὺς ἑαυτοῖς ποιοῦσι, 
τοὺς ἐχθροὺς εὐεργετεῖν σπουδάζουσι, πραεῖς εἰσὶ καὶ ἐπιεικεῖς, 
254 ἀπὸ πάσης συνουσίας ἀνόμου καὶ ἀπὸ πάσης ἀκαθαρσίας 
ἐγκρατεύονται, χήραν οὐχ ὑπερορῶσιν, ὀρφανὸν οὐ λυποῦσιν" 
ὁ ἔχων τῷ μὴ ἔχοντι ἀνεπιφθόνως ἐπιχορηγεῖ" ἕένον ἐὰν 
ἴδωσιν, ὑπὸ στέγην εἰσάγουσι, καὶ χαίρουσιν ἐπ᾽ αὐτῷ ὡς 
ἐπὶ ἀδελφῷ ἀληθινῷ: οὐ γὰρ κατὰ σάρκα ἀδελφοὺς ἑαυτοὺς 
15 καλοῦσιν, ἀλλὰ κατὰ ψυχήν. ἕτοιμοί εἰσιν ὑπὲρ Χριστοῦ 
τὰς ψυχὰς αὐτῶν προέσθαι' τὰ γὰρ προστάγματα αὐτοῦ 
ἀσφαλῶς φυλάττουσιν, ὁσίως καὶ δικαίως ζῶντες, καθὼς 
κύριος ὁ θεὸς αὐτοῖς προσέταξεν, εὐχαριστοῦντες αὐτῷ κατὰ 
πᾶσαν ὥραν ἐν παντὶ βρώματι καὶ ποτῷ καὶ τοῖς λοιποῖς 
20 ἀγαθοῖς. 

XVI. Ὄντως οὖν αὕτη ἐστὶν ἡ ὁδὸς τῆς ἀληθείας, ἥτις τοὺς 
ὁδεύοντας αὐτὴν εἰς τὴν αἰώνιον χειραγωγεῖ βασιλείαν, τὴν 
ἐπηγγελμένην παρὰ Χριστοῦ ἐν τῇ μελλούσῃ ζωῇ. καὶ ἵνα 
γνῷς, βασιλεῦ, ὅτι οὐκ ἀπ᾽ ἐμαυτοῦ ταῦτα λέγω, ταῖς γραφαῖς 

25 ἐγκύψας τῶν χριστιανῶν εὑρήσεις οὐδὲν ἔξω τῆς ἀληθείας με 
λέγειν. 

Καλῶς οὖν συνῆκεν ὁ υἱός σου, καὶ δικαίως ἐδιδάχθη τοῦ 
λατρεύειν ζῶντι θεῷ καὶ σωθῆναι εἰς τὸν μέλλοντα ἐπέρχεσθαι 
αἰῶνα. μεγάλα γὰρ καὶ θαυμαστὰ τὰ ὑπὸ τῶν χριστιανῶν 

30 λεγόμενω καὶ πραττόμενα" οὐ γὰρ ἀνθρώπων ῥήματα λαλοῦσιν, 
ἀλλὰ τὰ τοῦ θεοῦ. τὰ δὲ λοιπὰ ἔθνη πλανῶνται, καὶ πλανῶσιν 


1 τούτου] αὐτοῦ W 2 ἐγκεχαραγμένας Ῥ 5 τῶν ἀλλοτρίων M 
6, 7 αὐτοῖς οὐ θέλουσι W 7 ποιοῦσι] + καὶ P 8 αὐτοὺς (prior.)] 
αὐτοῖς W om. ἑαυτοῖς W 9 om. εἰσὶ W 12 ἀφθόνως P Bois 
18 αὐτῷ] αὐτοῖς W? 14 ἑαυτοὺς ἀδελφοὺς W 156 ψυχήν] πνεῦμα Voy 
Bois; animam lat 16 αὐτῶν] ἑαυτῶν W 18 om. ὁ θεὸς W 19 ποτῷ] 
πόματι M 22 χειραγωγεῖ] - οὐρανῶν W? 217 ἐδιδάχθην W om. 


τοῦ Bois 28 σωθῆναι] συνθεῖναι W? 91 om. τὰ (prior.) P 
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ἑαυτούς" ὁδεύοντες γὰρ ἐν σκότει προσρήσσονται ἑαυτοῖς ὡς 
μεθύοντες. 
XVII. “Ἕως ὧδε ὁ πρὸς σέ μου λόγος, βασιλεῦ, ὁ ὑπὸ τῆς 
> θ / 5 A he id θ , ὃ \ / 0 e 
¥& ἀληθείας ἐν τῷ νοΐ μου ὑπαγορευθείς. διὸ παυσάσθωσαν οἱ 
A ἀνόητοί σου σοφοὶ ματαιολογοῦντες κατὰ τοῦ κυρίου" συμφέρει 5 
\ Con Ν ͵ θ \ \ » θ ’ ἴω κκ 
γὰρ ὑμῖν θεὸν κτίστην σέβεσθαι καὶ τὰ ἄφθαρτα αὐτοῦ 255 
2 “~ 
ἐνωτίζεσθαι ῥήματα, iva, κρίσιν ἐκφυγόντες καὶ τιμωρίας, ζωῆς 
ἀνωλέθρου δειχθείητε κληρονόμοι. 


1. προσρήσσοντες P 0. ἡμῖν W ἄφθαρτα] ἄφραστα W 7 τιμω- 
plas] MPW?; tormenta lat ; τιμωρίαν W* Bois 8 ἀνολέθρου M 
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ἀβελτερώτερος 107, 15 

‘ABpadu 109, 26 

ἀγάλματα 101, 20; 108, 17; dy. νεκρά 
101, 16; 103, 31 

ἀγνώμων 110, 1 

᾿Αγχίσης 106, 30 

ἀδελφοκτόνος 104, 7; 107, 28 

“Ἀδης 107, 1 

ἀδιάρρηκτος 108, 29 

ἀδυνατεῖν περί 101, 13 

Αδωνις 106, 31; 107, 2, 5 

ἀετός worshipped 108, 7 

Αὐγύπτιος 100, 21; 107, 15; 108, 2, 15, 
24 y 

Αἴγυπτος 109, 27 

αἴλουρος worshipped 108, 8 

αἰχμαλωσίαι πικραί 104, 20 

ἄκανθα worshipped 108, 10 

ἀλλάσσεσθαι 102, 21 

ἀλληγορικός 109, 19 

ἀλληλοκτονία 109, 10 

ἀλλοιοῦν 101, 24, 26; 102, 20 

᾿Αμφίων 105, 9 

ἀναβιοῦν 110, 21 

ἀναγκαῖα 104, 25 

ἀνάγκην, κατά 100, 4; 101, 19, 29; 102, 
HOD 105.7: 15; 91 

ἀναίσθητος 108, 18 

ἀναλαμβάνειν, σάρκα 110, 17 

ἀναλλοίωτος 101, 25 

avapxos 100, 8 

ἀνάστασις νεκρῶν 111, 8 

ἀνδροβάτης 105, 16 

ἀνεπιφθόνως 111, 12 

ἄνοδος, ἡ ἐν οὐρανοῖς 110, 24 

ἀνόμημα 104, ὅ 
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ἀντιλαμβάνεσθαι ἑαυτοῦ 107, 27 
᾿Αντιόπη 105, 7 

ἀνωλέθρου ζωῆς 112, 8 
ἀνωφελής 101, 16 

ἀόρατος 101, 25; 109, 23 
ἀπαραίτητος 102, 6 
ἀποβάλλεσθαι, mid. 108, 28 
ἀπόγονος 109, 27 

ἀπόκοπος 105, 1 

᾿Απόλλων 105, 9; 106, 19 
ἀποτελεῖν θέρη καὶ χειμῶνας 102, 4 
ἀπροσδεής 100, 9 

Ἄρης 106, 8, 30 

ἀρρενομανής 105, 14 
ἀρσενοκοιτία 109, 11 

ἤλρτεμις 105, 10; 106, 24 
apxatws 107, 21 

ἀρχηγός 101, 1 

᾿Ασκληπιός 105, 25; 106, 1 
ἀσπίς worshipped 108, 9 
domépws τε καὶ ἀφθόρως 110, 16 
ἀτύχημα 108, 1 

αὐτοκράτεια 103, 12 

ἀφορμή 107, 12 

᾿Αφροδίτη 104, 26; 106, 5, 29 
ἀφροσύνη 107, 3 

ἀχάριστος 110, 1 

ἄχρηστος 102, 11 


βιαίως 107, 6 

βιβρώσκεσθαι 108, 12 

βιοθάνατος 107, 8 

βλαστά Vv. φυτά 

βοηθεῖν 107, 7, 26; ἑαυτῴ 106, 2, 17; 
ἄλλοις 106, 2, 17 

Βύβλος 107, 24 
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Γανυμήδης 105, 13 

γεμίζεσθαι 102, 15 

γενεαλογεῖσθαι 110, 13 

γραφῆς εὐαγγελικῆς ἁγίας 110, 22; ai 
yp. τῶν xp. 111, 24 

γύψ worshipped 108, 7 


Δανάη 105, 6 

δέσμιος, of a god 105, 1; 106, 7 

δημιουργεῖν 109, 23 

δημιουργός 104, 5; 108, 19; of God 
110, 30 

διακονεῖν τῇ δικαιοσύνῃ 110, 27 

διακόσμησις 100, 8 

διακρατεῖν 100, 5, 6, 7, 8 

διάστημα 102, 2 

διαφωνία 108, 30 

Διόνυσος 105, 8; 106, 8, 11 

διορύσσεσθαι 102, 15 

δόγμα, τὸ τῆς ἀληθείας 110, 26 

δουλεύειν, οἱ wind 103, 1; of gods 104, 
10 

δράκων worshipped 108, 9 

δραπέτης, of a god 106, 13 


ἐγγίζειν τῇ ἀληθείᾳ 110, 11 

ἐγκύπτειν ταῖς γραφαῖς 111, 25 

εἴδωλον 108, 18 

ἑκουσίᾳ βουλῇ 110, 20 

ἐκτύπωμα 101, 8 

ἐλάττωμα 100, 10; 103, 25 

“Ἑλένη 105, 10 

Ἕλληνες 100, 21; 104, 1, 2, 13; 107, 
10, 17; 108, 16, 24; 109, 7 

ἐμπαροινεῖν 110, 4 

ἔμπλαστρον 105, 26 

ἐνδεής 106, 23 

ἐντυγχάνειν, γραφῇ 110, 23 

ἔνυδρος 107, 19 

ἕνωσις 108, 29 

ἐνωτίζεσθαι 112, 7 

ἐπαρχίαϊ τῆς οἰκουμένης 110, 24 

ἠέπαυθίδα 106, 21 

ἐπενδεής 105, 20, 27; 106, 22 

ἐπίγνωσιν, κατά 110, 9 

ἐπιεικής 111, 9 

ἐπιθυμητής 103, 24; 105, 22; 106, 4, 6 

ἐπικειμένου αὐτῷ θανάτῳ 103, 27 
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ἐπιτήδευμα 104, 18 

ἐπιχορηγεῖν 111, 12 

ἔργον θεοῦ 102, 8, 17, 23, 29; 103, 5, 
13, 19, 28 

ἑρμηνευτὴς λόγων 105, 24 

Ἑρμῆς 105, 22 

"Epws 106, 6 

εὐαγγελικῆς ἁγίας γραφῆς 110, 22 

εὐδοκεῖν 110, 8 

εὐεργεσία 110, 6 

εὐπορεῖν 107, 29 

Εὐρώπη 105, 6 

εὐχαριστεῖν 111, 18 


Ζεύς 104, 25, 27; 105, 3, 28 

Ζῆθος 105, 9 

ζηλωτής 103, 24; 104, 6; 106, 3, 19, 
23 


Ἡρακλῆς 105, 9; 106, 14 
Ἥφαιστος 105, 18; 106, 6 


θεοποιεῖσθαι 103, 31; 108, 17 
θήκη 102, 16 

θρέμματα 106, 4 

θυμαντικός 104, 7 

θυσία 100, 11 


Ἰακώβ 109, 27 

ἱέραξ worshipped 108, 7 

᾿Ιησοῦς 110, 12; 111, 2 

Ιουδαῖοι 100, 19; 109, 25; 110, 12 
Ἴσαάκ 109, 27 

Ἴσις 107, 21, 23, 26, 29 

ἱστορία 109, 17 


κακοποιεῖν 109, 2 

κακοποιός 109, 4 

Κάστωρ 105, 10 

καταδικάζειν 110, 6 

κατακαίεσθαι 106, 17 

κατακυριεύεσθαι 102, 10, 19, 25 

καταμιαίνειν 107, 18 

καταπατεῖσθαι 102, 14 

κεραυνοῦσθαι 104, 9; 105, 27; 106, 1; 
109, 3 

κήρυγμα 110, 28 

κιθαρῳδός 106, 23 
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κλέος τῆς παρουσίας 110, 21 
κολοβοῦσθαι 108, 20 

κόραξ worshipped 108, 6 

κόσμος (emph.) 101, 30; x. οὐράνιος 102, 7 
κροκόδειλος worshipped 108, 7 

κρόμυον worshipped 108, 10 

Kpévos 104, 23 

κυνηγός 106, 24, 27; 107, 5, 8 

κύων worshipped 108, 8 


Λακεδαίμων 105, 28 
Λήδα 105, 7 
λύκος worshipped 108, 8 


μάγος 105, 23 

μακρύνειν ἑαυτόν 110, 11 
ματαιολογεῖν 112, 5 
μεγαλωσύνη 110, 25 

μεθύειν 106, 14; 112, 2 
μέθυσος, of a god 106, 12, 16 
μειοῦσθαι 103, 18 

μερισμός 103, 10 

μεταγωγή 103, 2 
μεταμέλεσθαι 103, 25 
μεταμορφοῦσθαι 104, 11; 105, 4, 5 
μετέχειν τῆς ἀληθείας 100, 16; 101, 3 
μίμησις 105, 15 

Mivws 105, 11 

μολύνεσθαι 102, 22 

μονογενής, vids 110, 31 
μόρφωμα 101, 7 

μόσχος worshipped 108, 6 
Μοῦσαι 105, 12 

μυθεύεσθαι 104, 26 

μυθικός 109, 16 

μῦθος 109, 19 

Μωσῆς 109, 29 


νομοθέτης 109, 29 
νυκτεριναὶ ἑορταί 106, 8 


ὁδεύειν 111, 22; 65. ἐν σκότει 112, 1 
ὁδὸς τῆς ἀληθείας 111, 21 

οἰκονομία 110, 19, 20 

οἰκουμένη 110, 25 

ὁμολογεῖσθαι 110, 14 

ὀργίλος 108, 24: 104, 6 

ὀρφανός 111, 11 


"Oorpts 107, 22, 24, 27 
ὁσίως καὶ δικαίως 111, 17 
ὄστρακον 102, 12 


παλαιοῦσθαι 108, 20 

πάνδεινος 104, 16 

παντοδαπός 102, 27. 104, ὅ 

παντοκράτωρ 110, 9 

παράγεσθαι, ἐκ τοῦ μὴ ὄντος 101, 24 

παρακαλεῖν, τοὺς ἀδικοῦντας 111, 8 

παρεισάγειν 104, 3, 18, 22, 28; 105, 3, 
5, 12, 18, 22, 25; 106, 3, 8, 14, 19, 
24; 107, 3, 5, 10, 18; 108, 4, 16; 109, 16 

παρθένος ayia 110, 16 

παροικεῖν 109, 27 

παρόμοιος 110, 10 

παρουσία 110, 21 

πατροκτόνος 104, 7; 105, 16 

πελεκοῦσθαι 108, 19 

Περσεύς 105, 10 

Περσεφόνη 107, 2 

πίθηκος worshipped 108, 9 

Πιλᾶτος 110, 5 

πλανᾶν 111, 31; πλανᾶσθαι 101, 28; 
102, 9, 18, 24, 30; 103, 6, 14, 20; 107, 
16; 111, 31; πλανᾶσθαι ὀπίσω 101, 5; 
103, 29; πλάνην πλανᾶσθαι 101, 15; 
103, 29; 108, 15 

πλεονέκτης 105, 23 

πλύσις 102, 22 

πνεῦμα ἅγιον 110, 15, 31 

πνοή, ἀνέμων 102, 30; 103, 5 

ποίημα 108, 25 

ποιητής 108, 23 

πολεμιστής 106, 3, 7 

Πολυδεύκης 105, 10 

πολύθεος 109, 21; 110, 18 

πολυμερής 108, 28 

πολυώνυμος 101, 2 

πρίζεσθαι 108, 19 

πρόβατον worshipped 108, 5 

προέσθαι, ψυχήν 111, 16 

πρόνοια 100, 1; 108, 23 

προσδεόμενος ἀνθρώπων 105, 21 

προσκύνησις 101, 2 

προσκυνητής 100, 19 

προσρήσσεσθαι ἑαυτοῖς 112, 1 

mpoorayua 101, 24; 111, 16 
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προσφιλεῖς ποιεῖν 111, 8 
προφήτης 110, 3 
πυρόλαβον 105, 19 


‘PadduavOus 105, 11 
‘Péa 104, 24 
ῥέμβεσθαι 106, 25, 28 
ῥύεσθαι ἑαυτόν 107, 29 
Ῥωμαῖοι 110, 5 


Σαρπηδών 105, 11 

σάρκα ἀνέλαβε 110, 17 

σάτυρος 105, 7 

σεβάζεσθαι 108, 5 

σέβασμα 107, 17; 108, 3; 109, 21; 110, 2 

Σεμέλη 105, 8 

σημεῖον, of the zodiac 102, 3 bis; 103, 
8 bis, 16 bis; τέρασι καὶ o. 109, 30 

σήπεσθαι 108, 14 

σιτικά 103, 3 

σκόροδον worshipped 108, 10 

σπονδή 100, 12 

σταυρός 110, 5, 19 

στέγη 111, 13 

στοιχεῖον 101, 6, 9, 18, 19, 20, 22, 27; 
103, 26, 30 

συγγραφή 108, 25 

συγκλείειν 101, 10 

συγκομιδή 103, 3 

συνήγορος 104, 15 

σύνθεσις ἐμπλάστρων 105, 26 

συνουσία ἄνομος 111, 10 

Συρία 107, 24 

σφάττεσθαι 108, 13 

σφῦρα 105, 19 


ταλαιπωρία 107, 7 
ταλαίπωρος 108, 11 
Τάρταρος 104, 27 
texvoxtovos 106, 16 
τηρεῖν 101, 11, 12 bis 
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Tiraves 106, 11 

τράγος worshipped 108, 5 

τροφῆς, χάριν 105, 20, 27 

Τυνδάρεως 105, 28 

Τυφών 107, 23, 25, 27, 28 


ὑβρίζεσθαι, τὴν γῆν 102, 10 
υἱὸς τοῦ θεοῦ 110, 4, 10, 14; μονογενὴς ὑ. 
110; 91 


φαινόμενα 100, 12 

φαρέτρα 100, 20, 2ὅ 

φθαρτός 101, 18, 19, 23; 108, 30 
φθείρεσθαι 102, 13, 20, 27; 103, 25 
φιλόσοφος 101, 17; 108, 24 
φυρέσθαι 102, 11 

φυσικός 109, 17 

φυσιολογία 109, 6 

φυτὰ καὶ βλαστά 103, 9; 107, 19 
φωστῆρες 101, 9; 102, 2 


Χαλδαῖοι 100, 21; 101, 5, 15; 103, 29; 
104, 3; 107, 17; 108, 16, 24 

χαράσσεσθαι ἐν ταῖς καρδίαις 111, 2 

χαρίζομαι 101, 14 

χειραγωγεῖν 111, 22 

χερσαῖος 107, 18 

χήρα 111, 11 

χοῖρος worshipped 108, 6 

χρῆσιν, els 102, 17, 19, 25; 108, 9, 17 

Χριστιανοί 100, 19; 110, 13, 28; 111, 
25, 29 

Χριστός 110, 9, 14; 111, 2, 15, 23 

χρῶμα 102, 21 

χωνεύεσθαι 108, 21 

χωρεῖν 100, 14 


ψευδομαρτυρεῖν 111, 5 


“Qpos 107, 23, 25, 29 
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Ambrose; Hypomnemata, 71 ff. 
Anima, De; Syriac MS. of, 5 


Antoninus Pius; his journeys to the_ 


East, 16 f. 

Aphrodite, cult of, 60 ἢ, 

Apology of Aristides ; discovery of Syriac 
Version, 3; description of M6S., 3 ff. ; 
discussion of title, 7 ff., 52, 75; con- 
tains traces of a Creed, 13, 23 ff.; 
possible existence of original Greek, 
18 f.; transl. of Armenian fragment, 
27 ff. ; transl. of Syriac Version, 35 ff. ; 
notes on, 52 ff.; remains of original 
Greek, 67 ff. ; how far modified, 70 f.; 
criticism of Syriac Version, 71 ff.; its 
comparative faithfulness, 80, 90; the 
Apology and the Canon, 82 ff.; its use 
of the Two Ways, 84 ff.; and of the 
Preaching of Peter, 86 ff.; possibly 
used by Celsus, 19 ff., 98; text of 
the Greek, 100 ff. 

Aristides ; our previous knowledge of, 1, 
18; Husebian account of, 6 ff.; to 
whom he presented his Apology, 7 ff.; 
52, 75 

Armenian fragment of the Apology; 
previous criticisms of, 2; whether 
translated from the Greek, 26, 74 ff. ; 
Latin transl. of, 27 ff.; English transl. 
of, 30 ff.; compared with Syriac and 
Greek, 75 ff. ; other fragments, 33 f. 


Barlaam and Josaphat; embodies our 
Apology, 67; outline of the story, 68 ff.; 
condition of Greek text, 80 ff.; MSS. 
used for the text of the Apology, 81 f. 


Bezae, Codex; parallel quoted from, 86 


Canon; bearing of the Apology on, 82 ff. 

Celsus ; possibly used the Apology, 19 ; 
points in common with it, 20 ff.; 
possibly used the Preaching of Peter, 
98 f. 

Cephas, Bar; quotation from the Hex- 
aemeron of, 53 

Christians; a third race, 70, 77, 88, 90 

Christology of Aristides; the term Theo- 
tokos, 2, 3, 79; discussion of main 
passage, 78 f. 

Chrysostom ; Syriac MS. of Hom. in 
Matth., 6 

Creed ; known to Aristides in some form, 
13 ff, 23 ff. 

Crucifixion ; attributed to the Jews, 14, 
55 f., 84 


Didaché ; parallels with the Apology, 
63; the Two Ways used by Aristides, 
84 ff.; relation of Didaché and Bar- 
nabas to the Two Ways, 8 f. 

Diognetus, Epistle to ; Doulcet’s theory 
criticised, 54, 64; used the Preaching 
of Peter, 95 ff. : 

Division of mankind into three races, 70, 
77, 90 


Kusebius ; on the date of Aristides, 6 
9; on Quadratus, 10 f. 


2 


Fasting; Hermas and Aristides com- 
pared, 15 
Fathers ; Syriac Lives of, 4 
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Gentiles, Oratio ad; see Hypomnemata 
Golden Rule ; negative form of, 62, 86 
Gospels; referred to by Aristides, 82 


Hermits ; Syriac Lives of Egyptian, 4 
Hypomnemata of Ambrose; Syriac com- 
pared with Greek, 71 ff. 
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CHAPTER I. 


IntRoDUcTORY NOTES ON THE CoDEX BEZAE. 


It may be assumed that the search after the primitive form of 
the books of the New Testament, and in particular of the four 
Gospels, will demand the service of many minds, that have under- 
gone very diverse forms of training. There must be a wide 
acquaintance with languages, if we are to understand the bearing 
of the Versions upon the restoration of the text, and give their 
evidence the right weight ; there must be a keen Semitic feeling 
which is able to distinguish the Syriasm imported by a translator 
from that which belongs to the primitive apostolic idiom, or to 
restore the latter against editorial refinement; there must be a 
close study of the palaeography of the scripts which are involved 
in the problem; and this study must further be balanced by 
an acquaintance with the laws of phonetic change, so that we 
may not refer rare forms, when we meet with them, to mere 
accident or to the negligence of scribes. And in the grouping of 
the evidence and the estimation of the relative value of the 
possible solutions of the problem, a quick imagination must be 
side by side with a subtle reasoning power on the judgment-seat. 
It is too much to expect that all of these forms of fitness for 
eritical work should be found in one person or in one school: each 
of the great New Testament scholars has his weak side; every 
successive school persists in neglecting some part or other of the 


_ evidence: and yet in spite of the slow steps by which the Textual 


Criticism of the New Testament is advancing, we are satisfied 
that it will not be long before resolute and patient labour will 
pluck the heart out of some of the mysteries which characterize 
the subject: the fields being white to the harvest, we may con- 
gratulate ourselves that the reapers are also ripening. 


C. B. 1 


2 INTRODUCTORY NOTES ON THE CODEX BEZAE. 


The object of this tract is to supply the workers with some 
fresh suggestions as to the handling of the central problem of the 
criticism of the New Testament, viz. the origin and meaning of 
the so-called Western Text. It is recognized that the earliest 
Eastern and Western witnesses to which we have access are cha- 
racterized by a family likeness in their evidence: the Old Latin 
and the Old Syriac Versions of the Gospels bear witness to the 
diffusion of such a type of text in early times as we find in the 
Greek of the Codex Bezae: but all speculation as to the origin of 
this eccentric text has hitherto been unfruitful ; we have run up 
against a dead wall, and to all appearance the wall is a pretty 
thick one. No one knows how this Western text came into being: 
we can indeed see it gradually corrected out of existence, or ab- 
sorbed into revised texts both in the East and West; but its 
genesis is an enigma. It is clearly not altogether apostolic, for 
the interpolations which it contains resist such an inference; yet 
we cannot prove that it is unapostolic, for its antiquity is indis- 
putable. Nor has the problem been rendered much easier by the 
recovery of the literature connected with the Tatian harmony: we 
may be sure that Tatian’s text was Western, but whether it was 
Western in cause or effect, or both in cause and effect, is still 
unknown. 

Now, in order to make the investigation a little easier, I pro- 
pose to attack the question just at the hardest point: to make a 
new examination of the Western text in its leading monument, 
the great Cambridge manuscript, known as Codex Bezae, and to 
challenge it once again to tell its history. 


The Codex Bezae in the Stateenth Century. 


It is well known that there have been very diverse opinions as 
to the origin of the ms. itself, to say nothing as to the origin 
of the text. Kipling, who edited the text so excellently for his 
day, was of opinion that the Ms. had an Egyptian origin: in this 
belief he was followed by Schulz, who emphasised the same view 
in a valuable little dissertation on the subject. On the other 
hand, the moderns usually follow Scholz and Scrivener in the 


τ - εἴν et δα, νι... hee, χε. 
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opinion that the Ms. is of Gallican origin, the Greek text being 
occasionally affected by Latin forms’, and the Latin translation 
being vitiated by all sorts of decaying modes of speech, which 
intimate that the scribe was writing in the provinces, probably to 
the west of the Alps, and at a time when the Latin speech was 
breaking up. So that it is generally held that the Codex Bezae 
was written in the Rhone Valley, probably at Lyons where, ac- 
cording to Beza, it was found; and that it never was out of 
France (unless it be for a possible visit to the Council of Trent, 
whither it is said to have been carried by a French bishop) until 
it was presented by Beza to the University of Cambridge in the 
year A.D. 1581. And while the reasons for these conclusions are 
not perfectly decisive, they are cumulative and in the main 
convincing. Accordingly I shall not repeat in detail the argu- 
ments, which may be found in Scrivener’s edition of the MS. or in 
any good textual handbook: our task lies in another direction. I 
am willing to grant the hypothesis of the Gallican origin of Codex 
Bezae as a basis upon which to build: if the foundation be a 
rotten one, the edifice will soon betray the fact. It may be 
further admitted that the ms. which Beza presented to the 
University of Cambridge is the same as the ms. which is quoted 
in the margin of Robert Stephen’s New Testament of A.D. 1550 
under the sign 8, and which Stephen affirms to have been collated 
by certain of his friends in Italy: and it is possible that this 
identification may lead to the further admission, to which allu- 
sion was made above, that the Codex Bezae was carried to the 
Council of Trent in 1546 by William a Prato the bishop of 
Clermont in the Auvergne. But this point must be reserved for 
a closer examination. It is sufficient here to say that such a 
supposition at once explains the difficulty as to how a Lyons ΜΒ. 
could be collated in Italy. . 
But, while making these preliminary admissions, I do not 
admit that Beza ever recognized his own MS. in the 8 of Stephen ; 
nor again, as Gregory” following Scrivener? asserts, that Beza had 


1 Such as λεπρωσος, φλαγελλωσας and the like, which might be expected from a 
Latin scribe writing a bilingual copy. 

2 Prolegg. in Tischendorf, pp. 213, 214. 

3 Codex Bezae, p. ix, note 3. 
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access to the collations of Henry Stephen. This last idea is a 
misunderstanding based on the prefaces of Beza’s New Testament, 
which speak of a collation by Henry Stephen of all the good 
editions and of 25 mss. But an examination of the annotations of 
Beza in his edition of 1598 will shew the following points: 
(1) that Beza quotes the sixteen authorities of Stephen from the 
margin of the edition of 1550, and treats them as sixteen MSS., 
although one of the authorities (a) is the Complutensian poly- 
glott: (2) he numbers the authorities which he quotes as Stephen 
had numbered them; (3) he quotes the Codex Bezae and the β of 
Stephen as two distinct authorities: (4) the only other authorities 
which he uses are the Codex Claromontanus, and another MS. 
which had recently come into his possession. To establish these 
points it is only necessary to give a few instances. If we take the 
annotations to the 14th chapter of Matthew, we have 


v. ἃ. Iste, Οὗτος. In secundo codice scriptum erat, μήτι οὗτος, id est, 
Num iste? 

Baptista, ὁ Βαπτίστης. Veteres duo codices additum habent, ὃν ἐγὼ ἀπεκε- 
φάλισα, id est, quem ego decollaui. 


Here a reference to the margin of Stephen shews 
μήτι. β. 
ὃν ἐγὼ ἀπεκεφάλισα. β. ὃ. 


νυ. 12, Corpus, σῶμα. Quoddam exemplar legit πτῶμα, id est cadauer, 
sicut etiam loquitur Marcus 6, 29. Praeterea in quibusdam codicibus additur 
relatiuum αὐτοῦ. 


Here Stephen notes 
πτῶμα. 7. 
αὐτοῦ. 6. 6’. 


v. 19. Ht acceptis, καὶ λαβών. Particula καὶ non, erat in vetustis codic. 
neque reperitur in Vulgata versione. 


Where Stephen notes against the καὶ 


s 


Νἐν πᾶσι (\N=deest). 


v. 22. Praeire sibi, προάγειν αὐτόν... In quibusdam codicibus deest 
αὐτόν. Rursus in aliis legitur προάγειν Sed mendosé. 

Here there is no note in Stephen; guibusdam codicibus stands 
either for quodam codice, viz. the Codex Bezae: or for the Codex 
Bezae together with some other unknown copy. προάγειν (2°) 
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must be meant either for προσάγειν, which I cannot find the 
authority for, or for προάγειν, which is the spelling in Cod. Bezae. 
But as the itacism would surely not have been noticed, it is 
probably the former. The note is very confused. 


v. 34. Gennesaret, Τεννησαρέτ. In duobus exemplaribus legimus Tevyy- 
capa, Gennesara. In alio quodam, Πενησαρέθ, Genesareth. 


Compare with this Stephen’s margin 
yevynoapa. β. 
γεννησαρέθ. γ. 
It will be seen that the Codex Bezae appears in Beza as 
duo exemplaria, viz. D and B. 
In the same way the famous interpolation concerning the 
man working on the Sabbath Day (Luke vi. 4) is referred to 
by Beza as found 


in quodam exemplari et meo vetustissimo. 


When Beza comes to the interpolation in John vi. 56, he 
does not notice that the passage is in his own beloved vetus- 
tussemus, but, seeing it quoted on the margin of Stephen as 
from β, he makes the following disgraceful note: 

v. ὅθ... Caeterum in uno codice vetusto mirum hic quiddam deprehen- 
dimus. Nam post ἐν ἑαυτοῖς, qui est finis versiculi 53, adscripta haec erant,... 
Haec ego sicut temere non expunxerim, ac praesertim priorem partem, quae 
totidem verbis alibi repetitur; ita non facile admiserim, quum in uno illo 
exemplari sint a nobis reperta. Certe alteram partem suppositam esse 
suspicor, quia simile nihil alibi invenio. Neque enim usquam fit mentio 
sumendi corporis, praeterito sanguine; et exemplar illud, unde haec desump- 


simus, fuerat in Italia collatum, ubi facile fuit aliquid subiicere in Bohe- 
morum (id est Evangelii) odium. 


Similar distinction between Stephen’s 8 and Cod. D may 
be seen in the case of the interpolations in Acts vi. 10 (an 
meo vetustissimo et alio praeterea manuscripto) ; in xvi. 35, which 
is quoted only from Stephen; and in xvi. 40, where Beza adds to 
Stephen’s testimony the words, et in meo vet. exemplart. How 
closely his apparatus is identified with Stephen’s may be seen 
in many cases: e.g. John xii. 2, where Stephen merely says 


γινομένου. β. 
which Beza gives as 


in vetustis codicibus omnibus, uno duntaxat excepto. 


6 INTRODUCTORY NOTES ON THE CODEX BEZAE., 


The foregoing specimens are sufficient to shew the accuracy 
of Hug’s statements (Introduction, § lviii.), who shews reasons 
to believe that Beza’s apparatus coincides closely with that of 
Stephen. 

In fact Hug shews that, when in the first Bezan edition 
(A.D. 1565) we find that Beza used a collation of 25 Mss. (more or 
less) from the library of Stephen, we are to correct 25 to 15 
(xv. for XXv.), and understand by this the apparatus on the 
margin of Stephen, with a possible deduction for the use. of 
the Complutensian polyglott. In the second edition we have 
(A.D. 1576) seventeen MSs.; and this means the fifteen (or sixteen) 
of Stephen, plus either the Cod. Bezae or the Claromontanus 
or both. In the fourth edition, Beza has nineteen authorities, 
viz. the sixteen of Stephen, the Cod. Bezae, the Cod. Claromon- 
tanus, and another Ms., which he says had recently come into 
his possession (e.g. in Matt. xxvii. 20 we have the note “caeterum 
in vetustissimo manuscr. codice, quem nuper sum nactus, 510 ista 
scripta inueni” etc.). It will be seen that it is very doubtful 
whether we ought to take literally the statement that Beza 
handled the actual collations of Henry Stephen; these fifteen 
or sixteen collations could not have been contained in a single 
book, except in a printed book. And this means that if Beza 
handled anything, it was Stephen’s text of A.D. 1550, with possibly 
a few additional notes. Hug is probably right in saying that 
“Stephanus scattered the various readings in his margin for that 
one, among his purchasers, who, at a future time, might desire 
to make use of them, This was Theodore Beza, a pupil of John 
Calvin, who appropriated the Scriptural collations, for which 
Robert was indebted to his son Henry.” 

And now let us go back from the time of Beza and Stephen 
towards the earlier history of our codex, and in particular to the 
sixth century when the Ms. is supposed to have been written, 
and examine it with a view to detecting local peculiarities. 


CHAPTER IL. 


THE LOCALITY OF THE CoDEX BEZAE IN THE TENTH CENTURY. 


As we ascend the stream of time we may take note of the 
marginal annotations which have been made in our Ms. by 
different hands; and in particular there is a series of sentences 
in the margins of the text which would seem to intimate that the 
Ms. was still in France in the tenth century. In order to explain 
this, I shall be obliged to refer to, and partly to reproduce, some 
notes which I made two or three years ago on the famous S. 
Germain Codex of the Latin Bible, known to New Testament 
students by the sign οἷ, and published by Dr John Wordsworth in 
the first number of his Old Latin Biblical Teats?. 

Shortly after the publication of this text, this work was 
reviewed by M. Samuel Berger in the Bulletin Critique for 
15 Sept. 1884, who remarked inter alia as follows: “ L’Evangile de 
S. Jean est partagé dans le manuscrit en 316 sections, et 185 de 
ces paragraphes (si 781 bien compté) sont accompagnés de courtes 
devises, sans aucune relation avec le texte de |’Evangile, écrites 
en un latin barbare, et dont voici, par exemple, quelques-unes. 
xxx. (6. ΠΙ. 1) Perfectum opus. xxxi. (i. 3) Insperata causa 
perficitur, xxxil. (111. 7) Quod verum est dicito. xxxill. (11. 9) δὲ 
mentiris arguent te. xxxiv. (111. 12) Gloria magna. xxxv. (11. 14) 
Pro manifestatione. xxxvi. (11. 16) De juditio quod verwm est st 
diverts, libens eris. xxxvill. (11.19) Ad peregrinationem ttineris 
venies. Il nest pas possible de voir dans ces singuliéres notes 
autre chose que des formules de bonne aventure, de celle que l’on 
a appelées sortes sanctoruwm.” 


1 The Sortes Sanctorum in the S. Germain Codex, American Journal of Philology, 
WO, iiss Ὁ. fash 
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There is not the slightest doubt that M. Berger’s explanation 
of these marginal sentences (which had been copied for Dr Words- 
worth by Mr G. L. Youngman, but not understood by him) is 
correct. The book has been used for purposes of divimation, a 
custom which seems to have prevailed widely in early times both 
in Civil and Ecclesiastical matters’. 

Without going into the matter in detail it will be sufficient to 
observe that the most probable method of using the Sortes would 
be by the selection of a number, for there are objections to the 
method of opening the book at random where the margins are 
thickly studded with sentences. Probably therefore a number 
was selected and the pages of the Gospel of John were turned 
until the sentence was found to which that number was attached. 

By the kindness of Dr Wordsworth and the courteous assis- 
tance of one of the students in the Theological College at 
Salisbury, I have been furnished with a transcript of Mr Young- 
man’s notes on these Sortes, and am enabled to draw one or two 
further conclusions. The transcript shews the successive sentences 
arranged with the attached numerals in a series running with 
frequent chasms from i, to cexvi. (read ccexvi.). In a few cases 
the numeral is wanting, and there are occasionally slight clerical 
errors like the one just mentioned, which are capable of immediate 
rectification. We will examine the series of sentences more closely 
presently. Meanwhile let us turn to another peculiar feature of 
the Codex which has hitherto remained without explanation. 

On fol. 89 b the following note is made by Dr Wordsworth (p. x.): 
“At the end of the letter to Damasus is a sort of wheel full 
of numbers, apparently some arrangement of the Canons which 
follow on 43 pages.” My attention was drawn to this wheel 
by Dr Wordsworth, with an enquiry whether any explanation 
could be given of it. In order to settle this point, I made a copy 
of the series of numbers in question. They are arranged in the 
separate compartments of a wheel with eight sectors; and a little 
examination shews that they have nothing to do, as far as can be 
seen by a cursory examination, with the Eusebian Canons; but, 

! Prof. Robertson Smith has pointed out to me a curious analogous case of 


divination by opening the Koran at random, as practised by Walid. b. Yazid who 
died a.u. 126, Cf. Ibn Athir (ed. Tornberg), v. 219. 
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observing that the numbers form a broken series from 1 to 316, 
we easily infer that the wheel is a part of the Sortes Sanctorum 
and that in some way or other its compartments are meant to be 
employed in the problem of determining one’s destiny. So much 
is certain. We may not be able to say according to what method 
a number was selected from one of the eight compartments, but 
the relation between the wheel of numbers and the sections in 
St John’s Gospel is certain. When we come to examine the 
numbered compartments more carefully in comparison with the 
numbered sentences, we find that in the majority of cases a 
number in one of the compartments corresponds to a number in 
the margins to which a sentence is attached, as of course it should 
do on the hypothesis of identity between the two series; but there 
are many cases in which the two series will not agree, and the 
suggestion arises in one’s mind that perhaps the wheel of numbers 
was not made directly from the Codex, but that both it and the 
series may be derived from some earlier and more complete series. 
This supposition would easily explain the incomplete character of 
the numerical assonances; for example, in the first compartment 
of the wheel there are 33 numbers, of which 11 do not find a place 
in the numbers of the Sortes. We shall examine these and see 
whether the suspicion of an earlier set of divination sentences is 
confirmed in other directions. 

Let us then turn to the Codex Bezae, where we shall find that 
the lower margins of the Gospel of St Mark contain, in a rude 
Greek hand, a succession of short sentences. 

Of these Scrivener says (p. xxxvu..), “They consist of moral 
apophthegms, some of them silly enough.” Amongst his facsimiles 
he gives a sentence from the margin of the verso of leaf 302: 


eav ψυσὴ εἐλεγχουσιν σε 


and conjectures that these rude uncials may be due to the hand 
that wrote the τίτλοι in Matthew and Mark, 1.6. to a hand of the 
tenth century. Again, at the end of the book, he makes a collec- 
tion of the sentences, 69 in number, but without noticing that 
they are a system of “ Sortes Sanctorum.” 

When we examine these Greek Sortes by the side of the Latin 
system in the 8. Germain MS. we easily see that they form a part 
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of the same system. For example, the sentence quoted above is 
evidently the same as appears in σ᾽, under the form “si mentiris, 
arguent te”; and this is only one out of a large number of coinci- 
dences so complete that we may be certain some connection exists 
between the two systems. Moreover the list in D may be seen to 
be a translation from the Latin, by a frequently prefixed word 
ἑρμηνεία: as if the sentences had originally stood in two lan- 
guages in some bilingual codex. 

In order to determine the nature of the relationship between 
our two series we must examine more closely, and we may easily 
assure ourselves in the first place that neither catalogue was 
taken from the other, for each list of sentences contains many 
things that are wanting in the other. But in the next place, if 
the two sets of sentences be arranged side by side, we can easily 
see that if a number be attached to each of the sentences in Codex 
Bezae corresponding to its place in the Codex, the sentences thus 
numbered will be in harmony with the actually numbered pas- 
sages in the 8. Germain Codex. In order to make this clear we 
may actually write down the first portions of each of the two 
catalogues as follows, the 8. Germain list being given completely 
and the parallel sentences noted from the other list : 


S. Germain Cod. Codex Bezae. 

(i) cessa ei certaueris. (i) ages pi φιλονϊκησὶς. 
(ii) qd fit coplebita. (1) To γενωμενον τελΐουτε. 
(iii) non ad ipsis causa. (111) ovk ewirvxavis του παργμᾶτος. 
(iv) perficitur causa. (iv) teAtoupevoy παραμα. 
(Daily spesbona, = = Fade. scenes ene eee 

gaudium Ποῦ. (xiv) amo λυπὶς ns χαραν. 
(xv) est decé dies fiet. (xv) pera Sexa nuepas yivere. 
(xviii) et bene. (xvill) ακολουθησον Kai καλὸν ov yi- 

VETE. 
(xxii) perfectii opus. (xxl) τεληουμενον παργμα καλον. 
(xxil, 1. xxiv) credere quia causa (ΧΧΙν) πιστεύσον οτὴ To παργμα καλον 
bona 8. * εστιν. 
etc. etc. 


The barbarisms are easily corrected in the foregoing: ad ἐρδίδ, 
for example = adipisceris, and so on. These corrections being 
made, it is seen that, as far as it goes, the list in Codex Bezae is 
complete, though only a fragment of the original scheme ; and 


IN THE TENTH CENTURY. 11 


that the list in the S. Germain MS. is a series of extracts from the 
original scheme. 

The agreement between the numbers shews that the Beza 
sentences and the S. Germain sentences are taken from a num- 
bered series of sentences similar to that in the 8. Germain 
Codex, i.e. the numbers are not due to the sectional arrangement 
of St John in the 5. Germain Codex into 316 paragraphs, but 
to a similar arrangement in a previous Codex. And since the 
S. Germain Codex has these paragraph divisions also in common 
with the original from which the Sortes were taken, it follows that 
this origimal may very well have been, at least in St John, the Ms. 
from which the S. Germain Codex took the foundation of its text. 
We thus throw into very close relation the Codex Bezae, the 
S. Germain Codex, and the archetype of the latter in St John, 

Moreover, the two series of annotations belong nearly to the 
same period of time; the 8. Germain Ms. being of the ninth 
century, and the Bezan annotator being referred by Scrivener 
to the tenth. And since the two Codices in question are both 
found in modern times in French abbeys, we may perhaps be 
allowed to assume that the Codex Bezae was in France in the 
tenth century. 


CHAPTER IIL 


THE CopEXx BEZAE IN THE NINTH CENTURY. 
ΓῚ 


ΟΝ fol. 150 Ὁ of the Ms. there is a liturgical note by a hand οἵ 
the ninth century, at the top of the left hand column, to the follow- 
ing effect 

TN κυριακὴ των προφδὅτησματων 


accompanied by the labarum with a and w. This note is rather 
perplexing: but it seems to be a corruption for 


TN κυριακὴ TOV προφωτισματων 


i.e. 1t indicates a lesson beginning at John xi. 1 which is the top 
of the column, for some Sunday connected with those who have 
been approved as candidates for baptism, and who in the language 
of the Church are already φωτιζόμενοι, illuminati. But what 
Sunday can this be, and what service can be especially given up 
to the imperfectly initiated Catechumens? I think the answer 
must be as follows: it is some Sunday before Easter when the 
Catechumens pass through another stage of thew novitiate, and 
probably it will be the time of the delivery to them of the Symbol 
of the Faith (traditio Symboli). Now this rite took place in 
the Gallican Churches on Palm-Sunday, as we may see from the 
lectionary of Luxeuil, a thoroughly Gallican book of the seventh 
century, which marks the Legenda in Dominica Palmarum as 
follows : 

Lectio Hierimiae prophetae. 

Lpistola Pauli apostoli ad Hebracos. 
and Lectio Sancti Evangelii secundum LIohannem. 


Diebus illis ante sex dies Paschae, venit Dominus Iesus Bethaniam, ubi 
fuerat Lazarus mortuus, etc... usgue Nisi granum frumenti cadens in 
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terram mortuum fuerit, ipsum solum manet: si autem mortuum fuerit, 
multum fructum affert : 


ie. John xii. 1—24: and that this is the lesson for the Missa 
in Symboli traditione may be seen from numerous references in 
Western writers: it was the custom for example in Milan in the 
days of Ambrose, as the following extract from his 20th Epistle 
will shew: “Sequenti die, erat autem dominica, post lectiones 
atque tractatum, dimissis catechuminis, symbolum aliquibus com- 
petentibus in baptisteriis tradebam basilicae.” He is speaking of 
what happened on a certain Palm-Sunday. 

The same day is fixed by Isidore for the Spanish Churches ; 
“hoe die Symbolum competentibus traditur propter confinem 
Dominicae Paschae solemnitatem: ut qui iam ad Dei gratiam 
percipiendam festinant fidem quam confiteantur agnoscant?.” 

Isidore tells us that the common name for this Sunday was 
Capitilavium, because, as we might almost have guessed from 
the lesson read, the baptized infants on this day received unction 
and had their heads washed, in remembrance of our Lord’s visit to 
Bethany, and the washing and anointing of His feet by Mary. 

We may add to the foregoing references the decree of the 
Council of Agde (A.D. 506). “Symbolum etiam placuit ab omnibus 
ecclesiis una die, id est ante octo dies dominicae resurrectionis, 
publice in ecclesia competentibus tradi.” 

We may be sure then that the lesson marked by the corrector, 
whom Scrivener calls J, is the old Gallican lesson for Palm- 
Sunday, as we find it in the seventh century lectionary of Luxeuil. 
We can hardly then allow that the Codex Bezae was far away 
from France in the ninth century, for by this time it is not likely 
that the Gallican use was still in force at Milan. And at any rate, 
when we put this piece of evidence side by side with what has 
gone before, it will be admitted that the Gallican features are 
becoming prominent. 

It may be perhaps objected that substantially the same lesson 
is used in the Greek Church in the Liturgy for Palm-Sunday : but 
a Greek scribe would have simply called it the κυριακὴ τῶν βαΐων. 
Moreover we do not deny the occasional agreement between the 
 Gallican and Greek systems. We simply observe that it is not 


1 Isidore, De Offic. Eccl., ¢, 27, 
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the Roman system that we have here, and we try to interpret 
liturgically the Greek heading by which the day in question 
must have been known in the Western Calendar’. 


Almost contemporary with these liturgical annotations of the 
scribe J, but perhaps a few years later, there is a long series by 
another scribe L: there are 149 places where Scrivener notes his 
handiwork, and he refers all the lessons in question to the ordinary 
Greek synaxarion. No doubt there is a close connexion between 
the Greek and Gallican rituals, but the matter is by no means as 
simple as Scrivener represents it. 

The lists of lessons introduced by L are usually given in the 
form avvayvoopa, followed in many cases by περι του σαββατου 
or περὶ του Kuptaxn. But it is very seldom indeed that any 
indication is given of the Sabbath or Sunday that is tended. 

This of itself is an indication that the lessons were not marked 
in from a synaxarion, but from a more simple order like the Lec- 
tiones Dominicales in the Bobbio Sacramentary? where a series of 
Missae Dominicales is given with an appropriate lesson, together 
with the special services for Depositio Sacerdotis, and for the 
Missa Defunctorum, ete. 

The scribe L had a book something like this, with a series of 
Saturday and Sunday Lessons unattached to any special days: 
he had also the lesson for the Departed, and the lessons for Holy 
Week and a few great festivals. 

We have not, however, succeeded in identifying his system. 


1 The so-called Missale Gothicum has a special service, 
Missa in Symbuli Traditione. 
That this is meant for Palm Sunday may be seen by the various prayers: e.g. 
Immolatio Missae. 


Vere dignum et justum est...... 

Tibi enim cum lingua coma servivit arborea, cum arenosa itinera ramis viruerunt 
composita οἷο. ἡ 

And that the lesson read is from John xii. may be seen inter alia from the 

Collectio in Pacem. 

Universorum ipse dominator qui conditor, creaturae tuae praestanter amabilis 
et amator, cui Martha satagit, Maria pedes ablwit, cum quo Lazarus redivivus 
accumbit ete. 


2 Muratori, Sacramentarium Gallicanum in Musaceo Italico, 1. Ρ. 273 sqq. 
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If, for instance, we look on fol. 120 b of our Ms. we find that L 
has noted a lesson, apparently John v. 19—24, as [περι avarrav- 
apevos; this Scrivener identifies with the lesson John v. 17—24, 
which is given in Greek synaxaria for the fourth day of the 
second week after Easter. The lesson, however, is evidently 
meant for the Missa Defunctorum (τῶν ἀναπαυομένων), and there- 
fore the reference to Easter Week is meaningless. 

That ἀναπαύω is the right word to describe the intermediate 
state may be seen from Luke xvi. 23, where the scribe has ex- 
panded the passage καὶ λαζαρον ev Tw κολπω αὐτου by the addition 
of the word avarravopevov; cp. also Apoc. xiv. 13. 

In the Bobbio Sacramentary, which is supposed to contain so 
much ancient Gallican matter, the lesson is not the one marked in 
Cod. Bezae ; but the somewhat similar passage, John vi. 39, 40, is 
read in the Missa Defunctorum, and the lesson John ν. 24—29 is 
read in connection with the Missa Sacerdotis Defuncti. 

It seems, then, that the system of the scribe L was not unlike 
that of the Bobbio Ms., but cannot be identified with it. 

The same thing is true when we examine the systems more 
closely; on fol. 87 Ὁ, for instance, the lesson Matt. xxv. 31—46 is 
marked by L as avvayvoopa περι tov κυριακη: and Scrivener 
accordingly identifies it with the κυριακὴ τῆς ἀποκρέω: it is, 
however, marked in the Bobbio MS. as an ordinary Dominical 
Lection: and if we could find a sufficient number of similar coin- 
cidences, we should say that the system of this Sacramentary was 
the system of the Bezan annotator. The verifications, however, 
are not forthcoming, and we can only say that there is reason to 
suspect the existence of some liturgical usage current in Eastern 
or Southern France which would turn out to be exactly parallel to 
that m the Codex Bezae. Such a system would be derived ulti- 
mately from a very early and simple form of what we now know 
as the Greek Synaxarion. 

We do not, however, pretend to have thrown much direct 
light upon the nationality of the corrector whom Scrivener calls L 


CHAPTER IV. 


SixtH CENTURY GALLICISMS OF CopEX BEZAE. 


THOSE who have held the theory of the Gallic origin of the 
Codex Bezae have done so on the ground that there were words 
in the Latin text which belonged not merely to the Vulgar Latin 
as distinguished from the classical speech, but to those dialectical 
forms of the Vulgar Latin which were supposed to be characteristic 
of Southern Gaul. 

For example, Scholz in the Introduction to his New Testa- 
ment’ says 

“Tn Gallia meridionali patria codicis quaerenda est. Etiam orthographia 
in vocibus latinis servata v. ὁ. temptatio, quotiens, thensaurus, anticus, locuntur, 
micus, secuntur huic certe regioni magis quam alii convenit; voces soniis 
(gallicé soins) (μερίμναις), refectio (κατάλυμα), sideratos (κυλλούς), tnvolet (κλέψῃ), 
demorari (διατρίβειν), natatoria piscina (κολυμβήθρα), taediari (κηδεμονεῖν). 
applontat (pnooe), certabatur (διισχυρίζετο), sestertia ducenta (ἀργυρίου pupt- 
ddas πέντε), *(Snvaprov), in aliam regionem plane non quadrant: sunt enim 
voces gallicae.” 


With this list Scholz practically dismisses the subject. It 
need scarcely be said that a modern student would hardly be 
convinced by such a list?: in fact the only word in all Scholz’s 
array that carries much weight is the word soniws, used as an 
equivalent of μερίμναις. But even in this case (which we shall 
enquire into more carefully by and by) there is great difficulty im 
the determination of the or igin of the form, and much doubt as to 
whether Scholz has given its true French equivalent. But 
leaving this on one side, and remembering that the student of 

0) ΧΥΕΣΙΣ, 


2 Tmagine the geographical delineation of the sign + for denarius; the Diocletian 
edict which fixed prices throughout the whole Roman Empire uses this sign! 
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Latin inscriptions is constantly baffled in his work by too hasty 
attempts to give a local habitation to special forms and spellings, 
we think it best not to begin by discussing in detail every word 
which may be supposed to have a Gallic flavour, but to proceed 
in a new manner, independently of earlier investigators, so that 
our results may be based as far as possible upon new observations, 
and not derive their weight from their possible consensus with the 
conclusions of Kipling, or Scholz, or Scrivener. 

On the hypothesis that the Codex Bezae was written in Gaul, 
presumably not very far from the place where Beza said it was 
found, i.e. at Lyons,—or if we prefer to think, from the fact that 
Beza in his last edition called it Claromontanus (as though he had 
found out in his last days that he had been misinformed as to 
its origin by the person who sold it to him), that it was written 
not far from Clermont,—we have to transport ourselves in thought 
to the Gaul of the sixth century at the time when the Keltic 
population was being hurled back by Frankish invaders, and when 
the earlier colonists from the Eastern shores of the Mediterranean, 
who had civilized the Rhone Valley, were far on the road to 
absorption and disintegration amongst the younger and more 
vigorous populations that were disputing the right to existence 
in Central and Southern France. Amongst these struggling popu- 
lations we find an active Christian Church with a ritual and 
liturgy of its own, which can be distinguished in many ways from 
the corresponding Roman rituals, by the prevalence of many 
Greek and Oriental customs and formulae which never seem to 
have taken root in Rome itself. Whether these peculiarities be 
original with the Church that emigrated from Smyrna to the 
banks of the Rhéne im the second century, or whether they are 
to be referred to some later influence, is not the immediate ques- 
tion for us. It is sufficient to say that the Gallican ritual had 
many Eastern features. Let us take an instance; in the Gallican 
Mass, after the entry of the officiating bishop and the preliminary 
sentences, the service proceeds with the Trisagion, the Kyrie 
Elewon, and the Benedictus, after which the lessons from the 
Scriptures begin. Now this use of the Trisagion in this con- 
nection is not a Roman custom; in fact we have in the place of | 
it the Gloria in excelsis. But it was a custom of the early Gallic 

C. B. 2 
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Church, for we find it enforced by the second council of Vaison 
(A.D. 529) in a manner which shews that it was a feature of the 
worship of the settlements in the Rhéne Valley’: the language of 
the Council is as follows: 

“in omnibus missis, seu in matutinis, seu in quadrigesimalibus, seu in 
illis quae pro defunctorum commemoratione fiunt, semper Sanctus, Sanctus, 
Sanctus eo ordine quo modo ad missas publicas dicitur, dici debeat ; quia tam 
sancta et tam dulcis et desiderabilis vox, etiam si die noctuque possit dici, 
fastidium non possit generare.” 


We see that the object of the Council is to make the use of the 
Trisagion a general feature of Christian worship. 

Now let us see how the French Christians pronounced this 
often repeated Greek word. 

A reference to the life of Saint Géry, the bishop of Cambrai in 
the seventh century, gives us the following, “ Aius, Aius, Aius per 
trinum numerum imposuit in nomine Trinitatis®”” It appears 
then that this word came to be pronounced Azus imstead of 
Agios, which does not at all surprise us, knowing how easily 
the aspirates are misplaced in Low Latin, and how in French 
similar words wear away, as for example, Augustus passes into 
Aotit, so that the middle consonant weakens and disappears, 
especially when the accent is on the first syllable. 

Now if we turn to the account of the Gallican ritual given by 
S. Germain of Paris’ at the end of the sixth century, we find 
the canticles at the commencement of the service described as 
follows : 

DE AIVS. 


Aius vero ante prophetiam pro hoc cantatur in graeca lingua....  Inci- 
piente praesule Aius psallit, dicens latino cum greco. 


Further on in the service we have 
DE AIUS ANTE EVANGELIUM. 


Tune in adventu sancti Evangelii claro modulamine denuo psallet clerus 
Aius in specie angelorum ante faciem Christi, το. 


1 Tn this and the following paragraphs, I am drawing largely on the account of 
the Gallican Service given by Duchesne, Origines du Culte Chrétien, and on the 
Gallican liturgies published by Mabillon, Muratori &c. 

2 Analecta Bollandiana, t. vu. p. 393. 

5. Migne, Patr. Lat. t. uxxtt. from Martene, Thes. Anecd. t. v. 
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Or if again we turn to the so-called Gallican Sacramentary 
published by Muratori from a Bobbio ms. of the seventh century’, 
which Muratori himself believed to come from the province 
of Besancon, where was the abbey of Luxeuil from whence 
Columban migrated to Italy, we shall find another instance of 
the curious pronunciation of the word in question, The Missal 
referred to begins with a ritual of mixed Roman and Gallican 
usage, headed “Missa Romensis Cottidiana.” Here we find the 
sentences 

Dicitur post Aros 
Tu, summe Deus, Aios, ipse sanctus, omnipotens Sabaoth, etc. 


And near the end 
Collectio post Atos 
Tudicia tua, Deus, etc. 


There is, therefore, no doubt as to the pronunciation of the 
word in the Gallican Church, and in fact the last ms. quoted 
carries the usage up to the seventh century. And this being so, 
we need not doubt that we have also the correct spelling in 
the Ms. of S. Germain previously quoted. 

It would, therefore, seem that the pronunciation of the word 
“Aytos was “Avos at a very early time in the Gallican Church, 
before the Greek had disappeared from the service and been 
replaced by the Latin: for we need not suppose that in the cases 
referred to the spelling is due to the transcribers of some later 
period. It is evidently the spelling, as the pronunciation is the 
pronunciation, of the end of the sixth century. 

The question which we ask then is this: are there any traces 
of similar phonetic decline in the Codex Bezae? can we find 
the form ”Avos, or in default of this any similar forms? We know 
that the French language from an early period is full of such 
weakenings: the names of places shew it even better than the 
parts of speech. That Lugdunum, for example, in some way 
passes from its Kelto-Roman form (Llwych-dun) into the French 
Lyons is certain”. So too Bordeaux stands for Burdigalium ; 


1 Muratori, Musewm Italicum, τ. Ὁ. 273 sqq. Migne, Patr. Lat. uxxi. 448. 
Duchesne on p. 150 refers the publication of this sacramentary to Mabillon. 
5 The old catalogue of the Corbey mss., which is referred to the eleventh 
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and Autun for an ancient Augustodunum; and Loire for Liger ; 
in the same way the gulf of Lions derives its name, in all proba- 
bility, from an original name ‘sinus Ligusticus,’ = Λυγύων, as it 
does not seem possible to connect 1t immediately with the city of 
Lyons’. Similarly in the case of some other letters, as Rhéne for 
Rhodanus. Let us, then, see what similar forms occur in the 
Codex Bezae of the weakening of the “¢” sound before a vowel 
either in the Greek or Latin. 
In Luke viii. 36 we find in the Greek 


ATTHTTEIAAN [AP AYTOIC οἱ IAONTEC πῶς ECWOH O AION, 


where λιὼν stands for Aeriwn as the Latin shews. 

Is this a mere scribe’s slip of the pen, or is it an attempt 
to represent the pronunciation ? 

In Acts xi. 5 we have 


KATHN(EIAAN TON AON TOY KY 


Was the scribe assisted in the error of writing λόγον as λον 
by the weakness of the middle consonant? Probably the reader 
will laugh at the idea; but let him turn to Acts xii. 46, where he 
will read 


YMEIN ΠΡΩ͂ΤΟΝ HN AAdAHOHNAI TON AON TOY ΘΥ 


and he will be obliged to admit that the repeated error is curious, 
if it be simply palaeographic, and not phonetic. Again in 
John xiv. 9 he will read 


ΚΑΙ πῶς cy Ae€elc AEIZON HMEIN... 


Then turn to the Latin text of the MS. and notice how often 
similar loss of syllables occurs. 
In Matt. xxii. 5 we have 


qui autem neglentes abierunt, 


where we should expect negligentes. 


century, shews an early stage of the corruption of the word: it gives Herenei 
episcopi Ludunensis contra omnes hereses. 

1 The name ‘Sinus Ligusticus’ does not seem, however, to have been traced west 
of Genoa. 

2 Probably a similar error is found in Luke viii. 53 καὶ κατελοὺυν αὐτον, where we 
should have κατεγελων: but the verb-form was changed to yeXew and the Ὑ not 
sounded in the compound word. 


. 
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In Luke xx. 27 


elus tacuerunt accentes autem, 


for accedentes, is a similar case. 
In Luke xxi. 23 


erit enim nessitas magna super terra, 


for necessitas. We begin then to suspect that, instead of the Beza 
text being a collection of blunders, it may be a valuable store- 
house of transitional forms in the language at a time when many 
changes were going on. 

Are not these the very forms that we should expect in the 
early stages of a language which made eo and jo out of ego, 
froid out of frigidus, soleil out of soleculus, genou out of gen- 
oculum, fraile out of fragile, trente out of triginta, bonheur out 
of bonum augurium, and the like? We must clearly carry our 
enquiry after French and late Vulgar Latin forms in the Codex 
Bezae much further, and be prepared to find cases in which the 
scribe has been credited with blunders where he is phonetically 
perfectly correct. 

Let us turn to Luke x1. 5 

ξ et 1010 ad eum 
media nocte et dicit illi amie. 

We should naturally pass this amie as a pure blunder, but we 
turn to Matt. xxvi. 50 and find nearly the same form 


ad quod venisti ame, 


so that the spelling is not an error of the unconscious kind: there 
is method in this scribe’s noddings. We find ourselves here on 
the road to the French ami: and I think we may say that, if 
this instance is a good one, we part company at this poimt with 
any oue who is disposed to hold that the scribe of the Beza ms. 
was an Italian; for the Italian language preserves the form amico, 
Le. it has hardly deviated from the Latm. Or again let us 
look at Matt. xxvii. 15, we have 


apud iudaeos. usque in hoernum diem. 


The word hoernum attracts attention from its deviation from 
the conventional hodiernus. We might pass it, but in Acts i. 47 
we find 
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cottie in unum in ecclesia, 
where we should expect cottidie, and in Acts x. 80 


et cornelius ait a nustertiana die, 


where we ought to have nudiustertiana. In every case the syllable 
di has disappeared. 

Now let us turn to the French language, and examine the 
form which the Latin hodie takes; we have as its equivalent 
aujour@hui where hui evidently stands for hodie; the change 
being the same as in the Beza Codex. And again we see that 
this is not the change which we should expect from an Italian 
scribe, who would write something nearer to the modern form oggi. 

Let us now look at some curious verb-forms. Turning to 
Luke ix. 3, we find 


et sanare infirmos et dix ad eos, 


where we should naturally say, ex errore pro duit. 
But let us compare Mark vi. 27, 


sed statim mis speculatore, 


for misit speculatorem, and we see that it is a similar case to the 
preceding ; and the dropping of the final syllable is not accidental, 
it is the result of phonetic law. And as in the French the unac- 
cented syllable weakens away so that diait becomes in French dit, 
(for dist?), and in Italian disse, our scribe throws off the final 
syllable of his verb-forms. 

In words of more than two syllables, the weakness is usually 
felt in the syllable after the tone, where the middle consonant, as 
we have shewn by many instances, will drop out and a new com- 
bination of vowels will take place. 


In Mark 1. 3, 


rectas fate semitas di nostri, 


the first hand has written the letters ci over fate; but we may 
reasonably believe that he had a motive for his first erroneous 
transcription, i.e. the spellmg which he gives is the local Vulgar 
Latin pronunciation of the verb: which is exactly represented by 
the modern Italian, and stands very near indeed to what the 
French form must have been before the supplemental s in faites 
was developed (probably by analogy). 
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We can support this reasoning by another similar case, of 
weakness in a word in common usage, in Matt. xviii. 25, 


Non hante eo unde redderet, 


where we ought to have habente. This hante is the first stage 
towards the French ayant. And that the syllable in question 
really was subject to this weakness may be seen, as we shall 
shew by and by, by the French and other Romance futures, 
where we find the Vulgar Latin cantare habeo become chanterar 
because habeo itself reduces to αὖ. 

This case speaks more strongly for a French locality than for 
an Italian, because, although the Italian exhibits some cases of 
the weakened forms of habeo (as ho, hanno against ebbe, etc.), yet 
in this participial form it writes avendo and thus preserves the ὦ 
sound. . 

Occasionally in the Beza Ms. we find a point placed over a 
letter, but it is not easy to see with what intention, whether it is 
to indicate something as to the breathing, or whether it is a 
simple erasure of the letter in question, or non-sounding of it by 
the reader. For instance, in Mark xiv. 3, we find 


ampullam nardi pistici praetiosi, 


where the word ampullam, which seems to be a diminutive of 
amphora, is marked with a point as if the writer wished to 
pronounce it ammulam or amulam. And he has done something 
of the same kind in Mark xiv. 13 where he has marked amphorae 
in the same way, as if again the letter p were not to be sounded. 
But did the Vulgar Latin speech really say amula in the time 
when the Codex Bezae is supposed to have been written? Let 
us examine; there is a ninth-century Ms. of the Ordo Romanus 
(Cod. Parisimus 974) written probably by a Frankish hand, which 
Duchesne has published as an Appendix to his Origines dw Culte 
Chrétien. The writer says expressly that he is writing in the 
Vulgar-Latin: “Curavimus, non grammatico sermone, sed aperte 
loquendo veritatem indicare.” The Ms. was originally in the 
possession of the church of Saint-Amand en Puelle, being in- 
 seribed with the words “ Almae ecclesiae sancti Amandi in Pabula 
liber.” We should naturally regard it, then, as a French Ms. 
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When the writer describes the offerings made for the altar he 
expresses himself as follows : 

Et diaconi recipiunt amulas et portatur stationarius calix a subdiacono 
regionario, et refundit diaconus ammulas in ipso calice sancto. Et dum 


repletus fuerit, devacuatur in sciffo quas portant acholithi...._Deinde rever- 
titur (pontifex) ad permanent diaconi ad amulas recipiendas. 


Further on he uses the alternative term ampulla; e.g. 


tune vadunt diaconi et tollent ampullas cum oleo que ponuntur a diversis 
ete. 1. 

Et venit ad eum regionarius secundus et accipit ab eo ampullas cum 
balsamo. 

Et vadet ante pontificem et stat ante eum cum ampulla?. 


It appears then from the Ms. that it was proper in the Vulgar 
Latin of the period to pronounce the word as amula; and this 
explains the occurrence of the erasing point in the Codex Bezae. 

This may seem to be a trifle; but it is just such trifles as 
these that confirm the argument for the Gallic origin of the 
scribe of Codex Bezae. 

Having noticed, then, the way in which the scribe has indi- 
cated the pronunciation which he wished the reader to follow 
in the case of the word ampulla, let us see whether there are 
any similar cases in the text, where a letter is marked for erasure, 
or where attention is called to it for any other purpose. 

In Acts xx. 31, 


quia triennio no¢te ac die, 


it seems reasonable to suppose that the ὁ in nocte was not 
sounded, so that the word was already far in decline towards 
the forms which we find in French as nwit and in Italian as 
notte. Nor is it surprising that the weakness of the speech 
should show itself early in a common word like this. The form 
given in the MS. is a shade nearer to the Italian than the French, 
but is recognized to be the parent of them both; the forms being 
taken from the oblique noctem where m is no longer sounded. 
A very curious case occurs in Acts xix. 36, 


oportet vos questos esse. 


1 Duchesne, 1.6, p. 450. 2 p. 451. 
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The erasing point comes in here on account of a tendency in 
the Vulgar Latin to break up words artificially into imaginary 
compounds: thus they separated prodest prodesse etc. mto prode 
est and prode esse, until at last prode came to be regarded 
as a real word, even as early as in the Codex Claromontanus. 
It is found also in Cod. Bezae in Luke ix. 25. Something similar 
seems to have happened to oportet: for Schuchardt quotes one 
case of its decomposition’ (viz. oportum est), and it is possible that 
the pronunciation of our MS. intimates a similar change. 

In Acts vi. 8 the scribe has marked the p in stephanus with a 
point of erasure; meaning, as I suppose, that 1t was no longer 
sounded: the letter is, in fact, absent from the French Etienne, 
but is preserved in Italian (Stefano). 

In Acts xx. 9, 


seden&S autem quidam iubenis, 


the scribe intimates the non-pronunciation of the final s in 
sedens; sometimes he actually drops the participial ending, as in 
Acts xix. 16, 


insilien in eos homo. 


These participial endings we shall discuss more at length by 
and by. 

If we compare the French celui with its old form icelw, 
we shall see that the first word of the pair ecce wllui, out of which 
it has been derived, has been subject to aphaeresis ; and a similar 
thing must be said of the form zeist=cist, and of the Italian 
costuw which must be traced to ecce istui. It is interesting to 
notice the traces of this weakening in the first syllable of ecce in 
the writing of our ΜΒ. 

In Luke xvii. 21, 


neque dicent ecce hic aut cce illi, 


where we should pass it as a blunder if it were not that the same 
thing occurred in Luke xiv. 2, 


observantes eum et cce homo. 


We may take it then that our scribe was disposed not to 
sound the initial vowel, and this feature is the first stage of 


1 Der Vokalismus des Vulgar-lateins, 11. 504, 505. 
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the aphaeresis of the syllable in the Romance languages. In 
Matt. iv. 11 we have 


et e’cce angeli accesserunt, 


which is a curious case of the syllable-division, but whether 
the initial letter is sounded is uncertain. The point is near the 
top of the line and may intimate the erasure of the e. 

Reviewing the series of illustrations which have been given 
above of forms which may properly be called Romance Forms, we 
may conclude that the balance of the evidence is in favour of 
regarding the Ms. as a Gallic rather than an Italian production. 
And if this were so, we should hardly expect that in the sixth 
century it was very far from the place where Beza said it was 
found; 1.6. Lyons, or, as Beza says in his last edition (probably 
acting on better information), Clermont in the Auvergne. 

We shall now pass from those forms which belong to the 
Romance languages to the forms which belong more nearly 
to the Vulgar Latin of the Empire, and try and extract from them 
some account of their local habitations. 


Additional Note to c. ΤΥ. on Scholz’s list of Gallicisms in the 
Codex Bezae. 


WE are now in a position to examine Scholz’s crucial instance of Gallicism 
in the Codex Bezae: viz. the use of the word soniis as a translation of μερίμναις 
in Luke xxi. 34. Concerning this word Scrivener notes (pp. xliv f.) : 

“Scholz and others have noticed sonits (μερίμναις) in Luke xxi. 34 only, for 
which a, e have solicttudinibus; ὁ, f cogitationibus; ὁ and the Vulgate curs. 
That sonivs, which is not a Latin word at all, is connected with soinus and the 
French soin is plain enough, and Ducange cites from one Latin and Greek 
Glossary ‘somnium @povtis iStwrixés,’ from another ‘somnior μεριμνῶ,, whence 
was corrupted sonius, thence soinus and soin. (‘Nisi competens soinus eum 
detineat.’ Leges Henr. I. Regis Angliae cap. 29 in Ducange Medit Aevi 
Latinitas,-sub voce Sunnis.)” 

Now in the first place, we need not hesitate to regard somniwm in the 
Glossaries quoted as a mere error, or at all events an equivalent of sondwp. 
For Ducange points out the following cases of substitution of the former word 
for the latter : ; 

Vetus placitum in Vita Aldrici episc. Cenoman. p. 110. Ne infirmitas aut 
legitima somnis eum detinuerit, etc. 
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Ita perperam somnis habetur in lege Langobard. lib. 2, tit. 48, § 1, et sumnis 
lib. 3, tit. 23, § 3. 

It seems clear that these alternative spellings are mere scribe’s errors, and 
that the real spelling of the word is swnnis or sonnis, which would answer 
very well to the soniwm of our text ; and would certainly be the parent of the 
French word sozn. 

Two things may be said with regard to this word; on the one hand, it has 
every appearance of being a German word : on the other, it occurs in all the 
Romance languages, and must therefore be regarded as Low Latin. Its earliest 
appearance is in the laws of the Franks. Let us turn to the Salic Law, and 
we shall find as follows : 

xlvii. ...Et si quis commonitus fuerit et eum sunnis non tenuerit et ad 
placitum venire distulerit tune 1116 qui cum eum negotiavit mittat tres testes 
quomodo ei nunciasset ut ad placitum veniret. 

We have only to compare with this allusion to a detention by suns, the 
authorities cited by Ducange under essoin, to see that the two words are 
equivalent : 

Essonia, exonia, exonium. Essonium de malo lecti, cum quis morbo ita 
detinetur in lecto ut ad judicium venire non potest...Prima statuta Roberti 
Regis Scotiae. Pro essonio, quod Gallice vocatur mal de lit, hoc est malum de 
lecto, Anglice Bed evill. Essoine de maladie residente in Consuet. Ms. 
Normann. 

Essoine is therefore the French equivalent of exoniwm, artificially formed 
from sonium. 

But if the word occurs so early as the Salic Law, it may be suggested that 
it is a Frankish word; and if we turn to Kern’s account of the Frankish 
words in the lex Salica! we find the following suggestions : 

§ 231. Sunni, stem sunnia (which occurs already in Tit. I, and which we 
find again in Sect. 2), means a lawful excuse, impedimentum legitimum, ex- 
ceptio. The M. D. (Middle Dutch) word is nootsinne: O. N. naudsyn; a 
derivative is N. D. verb vernootsingen to excuse (sig=oneself) by proving a 
lawful impediment ; in the municipal law of Zutphen “ten ware sake dat hij 
sig dede vernootsinnigen, te weten dat hij door lijfsmoodt, watersmoodt, ofti 
heerengebodt verhindert ware geweest.” 

Kern goes on to suggest a connexion with the Gothic swvja, truth; sunjon 
stk ἀπολογεῖσθαι, sunjons ἀπολογία, and the Latin sontica causa, insons. 

That is, Kern does not feel quite clear in his mind as to whether he is 
dealing with a word derived from the Gothic swnja or the Latin sons. What 
is certain is that the word in question is in use among the Salian Franks at 
the very earliest period, viz. before the time of writing of the Codex Bezae. 
And since the word passes over into the French language, it is not surprising 
that its occurrence was hailed as a convincing proof of Gallicism. But we 
must not make such conclusion too rapidly, for, as we have intimated, the 


1 Hessel’s edition, p. 538. 
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word turns up in all the Romance languages: if we are to regard soin and 
essoin as belonging to this stem, we can hardly exclude besoin: and this group 
of words is widely diffused: we have the Provengal besonh bezonh, the old 
Catalonian bessonh, the Italian bisogno, and the Rhaeto-romanian basengs, 
to set against the Old French besoing; and just in the same way as the French 
témoin is derived by temoing from the Latin testimoniwm, we may infer a 
Low-Latin word soniwm if not besoniwm. In the same way we find the Pro- 
vengal sonh soing, suenh, and the Old Italian sogna, and the Wallachian sogn, 
over against the French sozn. 

It will be seen that we have here a veritable problem: if we say that we 
are dealing with a Germanic stem, we must go on to recognize that besoin 
contains a Germanic prefix δὲ equivalent to the modern German bei; and we 
have then to assume that the words in question came into France with the 
Frankish invaders and into Italy with the Lombards, which would of course 
explain why it turns up in the Salic laws, in the laws of Childebert and 
Chlotarius! and in the laws of the Lombards. 

But it is very difficult to believe that besoin is a German word, in view of 
the fact that no trace of it can be found in the German speech, while every 
Romance language has it. 

The other supposition is that the word is truly a Romance word, and the 
prefix bes has been added, which in Romance languages gives a bad sense to the 
word to which it is attached, so that if so¢n meant simply care, besoin would 
mean anxiety and so necessity. 

To this Diez objects that in that case the Romance languages ought to 
shew the word written with a double s: and Littré replies that the double 
letter does occur in the Old Catalonian. 

It seems to me that this latter hypothesis must be the true one: we may 
take it for granted that the Latin term sontica causa is the equivalent in the 
Roman Law for the sunnis of the Law books quoted above: but if that be the 
case, it can hardly be an accident that Frankish lawyers called a legal excuse 
by the name of swnnis which compares so well with the Roman sons, which is 
the root of sontica. The early Frankish and Lombard lawyers must therefore 
have been under the influence of the Roman Law, and the word which they 
use is a Roman legal loan-word. 

There is then no difficulty about the diffusion of the word in the Roman 
speech. 

In any case it will be difficult to limit the word as found in the Codex 
Bezae to the position of the country under the power of the Frankish invaders. 
It might just as easily be an Italian word: and while we readily admit that if 
the Frankish origin could be established, the word in the Codex would fairly 
belong to a scribe writing under Frankish dominion, and so Scholz’s contention 
would be established; yet we cannot shut our eyes to the fact that the word 
may after all be Vulgar Latin and not necessarily Vulgar Latin of as late a 


1 Ducange. Adde placitum Childeberti et Chlotarii § 5. Si placitwn sunnis non 
detricaverit. 
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period as the sixth century. I do not then think that it is clear that soniis 
has been substituted for some earlier word solicitudinibus or cogitationibus : it 
is quite possible that it may be an archaic translation, for which various sub- 
stitutes have been suggested by transcribers and re-translators. 


Scholz also points out that in the Codex Bezae in John x. 10 znvolet is a 
translation of κλέψῃ, and we may suppose that it was the similarity between 
the word and the French voler which made him register the form as Gallic. 
More cautiously Scrivener, discussing the theory of Scholz, says, “less certain 
is the inference drawn from involet as a translation of κλέψῃ in John x. 10 
only, all the other versions having fwretur in this place. Jnvolo is rendered by 
Ducange per vim auferre and compared with the French voler, but Servius, 
the Commentator on Virgil in the 5th century, says ‘Vola dicitur media pars 
manus...unde et involare dicimus, quum aliquid furtim vola manus substra- 
hitur.” He then refers to Catullus, Carm. xxv. fora case of the use of the 
word, and might equally well have referred to Pliny. This, of itself, is enough 
to make one suspicious about the Gallican theory. And when we notice 
- further that the word on one side appears in the Salic Law in the form 
embulare (whence the Old French embler), and on the other that it is a 
common word in modern Italian (involare involatore &c.), we need scarcely 
hesitate to say that the proofs of its exclusively Gallican usage are not 
forthcoming. 

Probably a more convincing way of proving Gallicism in the Codex Bezae 
would be to compare its palaeographic and phonetic peculiarities with those 
of a companion ms. which has a similar presumption in favour of a French 
origin, viz. the famous Old Latin Pentateuch of Lyons, which was published 
in 1881 by M. Ulysse Robert with a very complete exposition. 

The Lyons Pentateuch is not nearly so eccentric a MS. as the Codex Bezae ; 
it is more carefully written and the text shews signs of more thorough revision. 
Yet there are not wanting signs by which we can determine something as to 
the nationality of the first scribe. 

Suppose, for example, we were to test the Ms. in order to see whether it 
eyer dropped the weak intervocalic g whose omission is so common in Cod. 
Bezae. We should, I think, find only a single instance, viz. 


sarcophaum for sarcophagum. 


But this single instance would have to be set with the aios of the French 
Churches and A[ey](@v and other cases in the Codex Bezae. 

Again if we were to look for the similar case of the disappearance of inter- 
vocalic ὁ, as in the Beza form fate for fucite &c., we should find the Lyons 
Pentateuch writing jeerit for fecerit. It may be an accident, but it is just 
such cases that make one suspicious. 


1 Vanicek derives the word from the Sanskrit gvola. 
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Many other minor coincidences of spelling may be noted, such as the 
metathesis of the aspiration in proper names etce., e.g. while Cod. Bezae in 
Acts xvi. 16 writes phytonem for pythonem, the Lyons Pentateuch in Exod. i. 11 
turns Pithom into Phythonam. 

These are trifling instances and the subject demands a close and careful 
examination. I believe it would turn out, upon investigation, that both of the 
Mss. in question are bona-fide Rhéne-valley Mss. as far as their scribes are 
concerned, but the problem only begins at this point ; for what we really want 
to know is the nationality of the first translators of the Septuagint and New 
Testament. 

We shall, from time to time, as our argument proceeds, point out any pho- 
netic and linguistic concurrences between the two Mss. in question. 

The very same results appear, when we proceed to test the Old Latin ms. 
of 5. Germain (91), in order to see whether it shews any traces of the striking 
disappearance of the intervocalic ὁ and g in the Old French, or of similar 
phonetic weaknesses. A reference to Wordsworth’s edition of this Ms. will give 
us the following information on the point}. 

“G appears to have had a very slight sound between two vowels, being 
often omitted in ἐθέϊ (Matt. ix. 21, 29; xiv. 35; xx. 34), and so in xxvii. 31, 
crucifierent : cf. xiv. 25 uilia for uigilia, and dinus for dignus in Luke xii. 16.” 

These cases must be added to our previous ones; they furnish us with 
confirmation of our theory that Cod. Bezae and Cod. Sangermanensis are 
both French in origin. In vilia for vigilia we have the equivalent of the 
French veille. 


1 Old Latin Biblical Texts, No. I., p. xxxix. 


CHAPTER V. 
VULGAR LATIN OF THE CODEX BEZAE. 


WE now return to the discussion of the Vulgar-latinisms. The 
Ms. is full of Vulgar Latin forms, which seem to cover a good 
period of time; some of them we have already discussed, where 
they were so far advanced as to be capable of identification 
with known forms in Provencal, Italian or Old French. But there 
are many which belong to a more remote period and which do 
not admit of such definite classification. We do not know what 
was the primitive text from which Codex Bezae derived its Latin 
or its Greek ; it is an open question yet whether it 15 European 
or African, Roman or Gallican. We must be prepared for any- 
thing in the way of philological surprises. If in our new enquiry 
into the Vulgar Latin we should find Africanisms we shall simply 
have to say that, so far as these are traceable, the MS. must 
be described as a Gallican ms. made upon an African base. If 
forms occur which are Roman rather than Gallican, or South- 
Italian rather than North-Italian, we must say similar things. 
The whole problem of the origin of the Latin versions is to be left 
an open question: for our text may well contain by inheritance 
many peculiarities which are not capable of explanation as Galli- 
cisms of the sixth century. 

One caution must be premised: we know enough now of the 
Codex Bezae to make us very careful not to refer to the blunders 
of scribes the rare forms which we find in the Latin and in the 
Greek: these forms are our best landmarks, and we must be 
very careful not to reject them hastily. When we find an 
assumed error of spelling repeating itself m the text at different 
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parts, we learn that we are dealing not with an error, but with 
a phonetic peculiarity. Sufficient instances of this have already 
been given, and more are yet to follow. 

When, for instance, we find that the scribe spells carcar twice} 
against carcer twenty-eight times, we must reflect that carcar 
is a genuine collateral form, which may be frequently found in the 
Acta Fratrum Arvalium’, and is also attested by the Greek loan- 
word κάρκαρος. 

So when we find jajunare seven times against fifteen times of 
jejuno, we shall register the spelling as giving us another side- 
form. 

When we find in Acts xx. 20, 27 the forms swbstraxerim 
substraai, we do not say that this is a mere cockneyism of the 
scribe; for we recall the French soustraire which is commonly 
referred to a Vulgar Latin subtustraho, for which the classical 
Latin knows only subtraho*. 

Again when we find congaudebant in Luke i. 58 and cum- 
gaudete in Luke xv. 6 ete, we may not refer it, as Scrivener 
does, to the barbarism of a scribe-who is trying to render literally 
συγχαίρω, for the word is not only attested in the oldest Romance 
speech, e.g. Provengal congauzir ; French, conjouir, but it appears 
also in the Latin of Tertullian and Cyprian*. 

We shall then regard it, for the present, as a genuine Vulgar 
Latin form of wide diffusion; for it cannot be shewn that all 
these writers and dialects have taken it from a translation of the 
Scriptures. 

But in order to impress the reader more forcibly with the 
need that there is for a fresh scrutiny of Codex Bezae in search 
of lost or obsolescent forms, we will point out one very striking 
case in which it has preserved an early Latin form, undoubtedly 
archaic and belonging to prae-classical times. 


1 Luke iii. 20; Acts xxi. 12. 

2 Cf. C. I. L. vol. v1. pars 1, p. 513 (a.p. 87), p. 517 (a.p. 89), p. 533 (A.p. 105), 
p. 535 (a.p. 117), p. 541 (a.p, 120), ete. 

3 Here the Italian is sottrarre: which seems to come from the classical form. 

4 Ronsch, Itala u. Vulgata, shews the word to belong to all the Old Latin texts in 
1 Cor, xii. 26, and refers to Cyprian, Ep, 50, Ambrose, Hp. 6.34 and Sulp. Severus, 
Ep. ii. ad Aurel. 11. 
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Let us look at Acts v. 38 


OT! EAN H ΕΖ ANOPWITWN H BOYAH AYTH 
QVIA SIC ERIT AB HOMINIBVS CONSILIVM ISTVD. 


- Notice that ἐὰν is translated by sic: we should naturally let 
this pass as a scribe’s blunder; but as we read on, we find in 
Acts vii. 2 

ΕΙΤΤΕΝ AE O APXYIEPpEYC TW CTEPANW 
€l APA TOYTO OYTWC EXE! +O AE EH 
for which the Latin is 


AIT AVTEM PONTIFEX STEPHANO 
SIC HAEC SIC HABENT * AD ILLE DIXIT. 


Here we notice that the Latin translator, who is following the 
Greek word for word, has again translated εἰ (more exactly 
εἰ ἄρα) by sic. Now it might be maintained that this was merely 
an anticipation of the following sic: but this is insufficient when 
we recall that there has been a suspicion in our own minds from 
the previously observed case, and in the minds of philologers 
in general, that the Latin si was derived from an original sic. 
And indeed we find the word in Plautus in the form sice!, and 
hence (see Vanicek, p. 971) we are entitled to regard the word as 
made up from a root sa + enclitic ke; and so to equate it directly 
with the Greek εἴ κε. Let us now turn back to John xxi. 22, 
where we find 


ΚΕ OYTOC Ae Ti+ λέγει AYTW O IHC 
EAN AYTON BEAW MENEIN OYTWC 


DME HIC AVTEM QVID + DICIT ILLI IHS 
SI EVM VOLO SIC MANERE. 
Bearing in mind that our translator has been convicted twice 
of rendering εἰ and ἐὰν by sic, we see at once the cause of the 
eccentric reading in the Ms. Evidently it once stood 


SIC EVM VOLO MANERE, 


and this has been corrected, probably on the margin, and the 
correction has found its way into the text without displacing the 
original reading. A study of other Western texts shews the same 
feature with slight variations, and it even passed into the Vulgate; 


1 Probably sic erit in Acts v. 38 was originally sice sit. 
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my collation of the Amiatinus (a copy which Tregelles made 
and lent to Tischendorf) has the following note in Tischendorf’s 
hand on the margin against vv. 22 and 23; 

Ed. Fleckii bis Sie 


nec ego quicquam 
contra notavl. 


So that we see the reading to belong to the regular tradition 
of the Vulgate; and to have been registered by Fleck, though 
apparently overlooked by Tregelles, in this Codex. 

Further, we find the reading sic ewm volo in ὃ ὁ g and in 
Ambrose: in v. 23, where ὦ is extant, we also find it. A reference 
to the Codex Fuldensis shews the same reading in both places: 
in v. 22 the text stood si sic eum volo manere, but Victor of Capua 
erased the si. The Corbey Ms. ff, seems to have the same con- 
flate reading (si sic) in v. 22, though it omits the disputed word 
altogether in υ. 231, 

Now here we have a most interesting study of an undoubtedly 
Western reading. We need have no hesitation in saying that 
all early Western texts read originally sic ewm volo in both 
verses. Moreover the reading is a perfectly correct one, as long 
as we take sic in its archaic meaning εἴ xe. But when this form 
became obsolete, the Latin texts became subject to correction and 
so to conflation; and after a time the Greek text was re-acted 
upon either from the primitive or from the conflated Latin, and 
the word οὕτως was inserted as we find it in Codex Bezae: so 
that we have a crucial case by which we shew that to some 
extent the Western Greek text has latinized, though how far that 
influence extended is a great problem. Moreover this reading 
shews that all these Latin texts have a common Latin root if we 
go back far enough: for it is very unlikely that separate translators 
should have agreed in writing in this passage the archaic form 
sic for st. The common root into which they recede is the 
first line-for-line translation of the Latin Gospels of which 
we have a somewhat late form exhibited im Codex Bezae. 


11 do not wish to complicate the question by discussing at the same time the 
origin of Cod. k: and so will simply note that in Mark ix. 43 this ms, shews “οὖ sic 
scandaliziauerit manus tua.” The Lyons Pentateuch also in Lev. v. 1 renders ἐὰν 
μὴ ἀπαγγείλῃ λήψεται τὴν ἁμαρτίαν by sic non rettulerit accipiet delictum. 
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This will seem to be rather a summary method of dealing 
with the Old Latin texts, and I am afraid that it will seem 
especially suspicious to Dr Sanday who has done such excellent 
pioneer work in the classification of the early Latin copies. In 
Old Latin Bible Texts No. ii. p. 122 Dr Sanday expresses his 
belief that “it is only by the method here pursued, viz. by the 
systematic examination of whole groups of readings, that a 
satisfactory conclusion will ever be arrived at.” The caution ex- 
pressed is in the main a wise one. And yet Dr Sanday sometimes 
sees the necessity of building high upon what seems to be a 
narrow foundation ; for on p. 116 he says, “In St Mark ix. 15, the 
Greek προστρέχοντες has been corrupted to προσχέροντες (for 
προσχαίροντες), which is represented by gaudentes in the Latin of 
cd ff,7k. It seems difficult to avoid the inference that these 
MSS. in spite of all their divergences have after all a common 
origin.” No doubt it is difficult to avoid the conclusion, but was 
the origin a Greek Ms, or a Latin? Is the unity one of derivation 
from a version‘or from a copy? The question is an important one, 
because, besides the authorities quoted by Dr Sanday, the same 
evidence is given by Cod. b, which reads cadentes for gaudentes, and 
by the Tatian Harmony. Perhaps the evidence accumulated by 
Dr Sanday is not quite decisive on the question, but we may at 
least affirm that we may build upon a single passage in the 
Gospels, provided we interpret it rightly. And the case which we 
have proposed above has the advantage over Dr Sanday’s case in 
this that it is certain that the common error (if we indeed are 
right in calling it an error, for we have shewn that sic is a lawful 
form for si) is a translator’s error, and the translator is the 
ancestor of Codex Bezae. From this translation all the others 
that we have named depend. And we may suspect that the Old 
Latin texts a ὦ ὁ g' and the copy used by Ambrose, to say nothing 
of other copies, are framed upon a primitive bilingual text of 
which Codex Bezae is the great representative. We shall de- 
velop the proof of this position as the argument proceeds. Mean- 
while it will be a good study to set these early translations, 
sentence by sentence, over against the text of Codex. Bezae, and 
watch the way in which one copy or another evaded the harsh- 
ness and removed the provincialisms from the parent text. In 


3—2 
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not a few cases it will be found that peculiar readings of our 
Codex escape correction, and so appear in texts whose Latin is 
of a very correct type; while, on the opposite hand, there are 
no doubt cases where the comparison will throw back archaisms 
from the younger texts upon the parent text of the Beza manu- 
script. 

Having said so much by way of suggestion, let us now return 
to the curious Latin reading sic for sz, from the consideration of 
which we have digressed. 

We may now go a step further: Scrivener! suggests that in 
the year 1546 the Codex Bezae was in Italy. His reasoning is as 
follows: “ William ἃ Prato, Bishop of the city of Clermont in the 
adjoining” province of Auvergne, produced to the Council of Trent 
in 1546 a very ancient Greek manuscript confirming the Latin 
reading sic ewm volo in John xxi. 22, which Cod. D alone of all 
known authorities might appear to do: when his end was served, 
the Bishop would of course restore it to his neighbours the monks 
of St Irenaeus, from whom he had borrowed it.” 

Scrivener is quoting from Wetstein N. T. proll. p. 28, who says 


Postquam diu latuisset codex noster, iterum in lucem productus est 
circa tempora Concilii Tridentini, quod conjicio ex Mariani Victorii notis 
in Hieronymum, in quibus citatur “antiquissimus Graecus Codex, quem 
Tridentum attulerat Claromontanus Episcopus A° 1546”: is erat, ut ex 
Actis Synodicis constat, Gulielmus a Prato, qui, ad locum Ioann. xxi. 22, 
prout in Latinis exemplaribus legitur, confirmandum istius codicis Graeca 
protulit, ἐὰν αὐτὸν θέλω μένειν οὕτως, ἕως ἔρχομαι, st eum volo sic Mmanere, 
usque dum venio. Haec enim lectio hactenus in solo Cantabrigiensi reperta 
est. 


But have we the right to go so far as to say that the bishop of 
Clermont’s Codex was the Codex Bezae? Wetstein’s quotation is 
evidently from the Codex Bezae; but what of Marianus Victorius? 
Evidently he wished for some reason or other to confirm the 
reading οὕτως. But what was the reason, and whence did 
Marianus Victorius get his information? A reference to the 
notes on the first book of Jerome against Jovinianus will give the 
actual words of the editor: 


St eum sic volo esse, guid ad te? 1). Hieronymus legit, sicut habet anti- 


1 Codex Bezae p. viii, 2 i,e. to Lyons, 
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quissimus quidam Graecus Codex quem Tridentum attulit Claromontanensis 
Episcopus anno Domini 1549, ἐὰν αὐτὸν θέλω μένειν οὕτως ἕως ἔρχομαι. Cui 
consentit Latinus qui est in Basilica S. Pauli, a Carolo Magno 1111 Ecclesiae 
donatus, et vulgatus ubique Sacrarum Missarum Codex, et alii tres, duo qui 
sunt in monasterio Sublacensi, et tertius quem ego legi in monasterio S. 
Dionysii Parisiensis. 


It appears, then, that Marianus Victorius was adducing the 
bishop of Clermont as confirming the reading not in its archaic 
form sic ewm volo, but in a more evolved form, after conflation had 
taken place. But since he gives us the Greek text, there is 
little reason to doubt that the Codex Bezae is the MS. in question, 
the agreement on this point being exact. 

The reason for referring to the passage at all in the Council of 
Trent is a little more difficult to detect. But we may make one 
or two points with some confidence. 

It might at first be supposed that the verse was a test question 
as to the authority of the Vulgate against the Greek in a matter 
of divergent texts; and this would agree with the fact that the 
bishop of Clermont was present in the Council and took part in 
the debates on the question of the authority of the Scriptures. 
But I can find no allusion in the published accounts of the 
Tridentine Council to any such dispute over the verse in John xxi. 
And indeed the selection of such a passage as a test-case would 
imply a degree of scholarship altogether too refined. We may 
suspect then that the question at issue was something of a different 
kind, to which the verse in dispute was more applicable than the 
rest of the Scripture: and it is easy to see what this question 
was; for Jerome quotes the passage in order to base on it an 
argument for the perpetual virginity of St John; sic manere is 
the expression of the perpetual celibacy of the beloved disciple. 
Now this question comes up in the Council in connexion with the 
dispute as to which estate of life has the higher sanctity, the 
maztied or the single. It is true that 1 does not come up during 
the first part of the Council at which William a Prato was 
present, but many years later, when the Council had been re- 
assembled. But this need not prevent us from believing that the 
question was much discussed in private, in the earlier years of 
the Council. 


38 VULGAR LATIN OF THE CODEX BEZAE. 


The fact is that the verse in St John, as read in the Latin or in 
the Beza-text, formed a very appropriate pendant to the doctrine 
of 1 Cor. vii. 40 μακαριωτέρα δέ ἐστιν ἐὰν οὕτως μείνῃ: and the 
similarity of the language invited the interpretation which we 
find in Jerome. Consequently we find, when the Canon on Virginity 
is brought forward in the Council, after the twenty-third formal 
session, that it appears in the following forms: on July 20th, 1563, 
it is the [Xth Canon: 


IX. Si quis dixerit matrimonium anteponendum esse virginitati, vel 
coelibatui, et non esse melius et beativs manere in virginitate et coelibatu 
(ΞΞ οὕτως) quam iungi in matrimonio, anathema sit. 


On Oct. 26 it is the Xth Canon, 


X. Si quis dixerit statum conjugalem anteponendum esse statui vir- 
ginitatis vel coelibatui, et non esse melius ac beatius manere in virginitate aut 
coelibatu, quam iungi matrimonio, anathema sit. 


And we suspect, as we have said, that the reason for the 
quotation from St John was that it was supposed to have a bearing 
on the question of virginity, as implied in οὕτως μείνῃ of 1 Cor. 
We need have no hesitation in accepting Marianus Victorius’ 
evidence about the Greek Ms. and its reading, for he is an almost 
contemporary Italian bishop and had therefore every reason, both 
as a cleric and a scholar, to know the facts of the case. His 
Jerome was published at Rome in 1566, and he himself died in 
1572, not long after he had been elected bishop of Rieti. 

We may correct the date 1549, which I find in the notes to 
Jerome ; it must stand 1546, for the Council was hardly in active 
existence in 1549; nor is there any evidence that the bishop of 
Clermont was at any session later than the seventh, Le. up to 
March 1547; though he made a powerful address before the 
assembled fathers on Jan. 9th, 1547 (a copy of which may be 
found in Le Plat, 11. 481), and frequently took part im the earlier 
debates}, 


1 His bishopric is Clermont-Ferrand in the Auvergne; he was elected to the see 
on Feb. 16, 1528 and died in the year 1561 (according to Gams 22 x. 1560, which 
seems to be the same date differently reckoned). He was the founder of the Jesuit 
College of Clermont at Paris and of several other institutions. He was buried in 
the Convent of the Friars Minims of Beauregard, which again seems to have been 
one of his own foundations. 
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We have seen then that there is reason to believe that the 
Codex Bezae was at the Council of Trent ; and that it was referred 
to in order to support a Latin rendering, when, as a matter of 
fact, the Greek had already been corrected to the Latin, although 
there was not the least reason to have made a correction at all, if 
only the vulgar speech had been kept in mind! 

The proof that the archaic Latin rendering of the New Testa- 
ment employed the form sic for st may be confirmed by shewing 
how widely this form prevailsin the popular Latin literature of the 
same period. If the reader will take the trouble to examine the 
Old Latin of Irenaeus, he will find that the Mss. and edited texts 
are full of misunderstandings arising out of the interpretation and 
correction of the ambiguous word. A few instances may be given. 

It will be remembered that the text of Irenaeus is based upon 
three principal Mss.: the Clermont ms. (formerly in the Jesuit 
College at Paris), the Arundel Ms. in the British Museum, and the 
Vossian Codex at Leyden. Other Mss. are occasionally alluded 
to by the first editors, but their whereabouts is in most cases 
unknown. 

Irenaeus ed. Harvey, 11. 318 = Mass. 293. 

Si autem non salvetur haec videlicet, nec Dominus sanguine suo redemit 
nos, neque calix Eucharistiae communicatio sanguinis ejus est. 

This reading, according to Harvey and Stieren, is found in the 
Clermont and Vossian Mss. while the Arundel Ms. reads sic autem 
and 15 supported by an Ottobonian Codex. The latter form 15, no 
doubt, to be restored. 

1. 339 = Mass. 301. 

Sic ergo pignus hoc habitans in nobis iam spirituales efficit, et absorbetur 
mortale ab immortalitate. 

Here the Clermont and Vossian mss. (with perhaps some 
collateral support known to the earlier editors of Irenaeus) read sic 
for si. The form should again be restored. 

τι. 356 = Mass. 308. 

Sic enim proprie de carne hoc dictum dicent, et non de carnalibus 
operationibus, quaemadmodum demonstrabimus, ipsum sibi contraria Aposto- 
lum dicentem contraria ostendentes. 

Here, according to Harvey, the Clermont, Arundel and Vossian 
mss. read svc, other authorities 81. Stieren merely says “Ita 
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Clarom. Voss. et Mass.: melius quam reliqui si enim.” The sense 
requires δὲ enim, but the older form should be printed. 

1. 384 = Mass. 319. 

Sic igitur manifeste ostendente Domino quoniam Dominus verus et unus 
Deus qui a lege declaratus fuerat...iam non oportet quaerere alium Patrem. 

Here the editors Harvey and Stieren read sic against the 
Vossian and Clermont Mss. which have sz. The confusion between 
the two forms is again apparent. We follow the editors in 
restoring the form 510, and leave the interpretation of the word an 
open question. 


τ. 395 = Mass. 324. 

Sti ergo Deus magnus significayit per Danielem futura et per Filum con- 
firmavit,...confutati resipiscant qui Demiurgum respuunt, ete. 

Here Stieren notes: “Feuardentius e codice veteri, quocum 
Voss. consentit, scripsit sic ergo. Sed cum Grab. et Mass. nostram 
lectionem restitui propter meliorem connexionem verborum, quae 
sequuntur: confutate resipiscant.” 

Harvey adopts sz which is clearly right, as far as the sense 
goes, without even a question or a note. But it is again a case of 
misunderstanding, and we should restore sic to the text. 


ΤΙ. 414= Mass. 332. 


Si ergo huic promisit Deus hereditatem terrae, non accepit autem in omni 
suo incolatu, oportet eum accipere, etc. 
where Stieren notes on the reading si; “Ita cum Mass. scripsi. 
Reliqui e codd. habent sic, quod errore scribarum scriptum est.” 

The error is clearly one of interpretation, and the scribes are 
to be justified in preserving the old Vulgar Latin form. 

Enough has been said to shew that the pages of Irenaeus 
are full of misunderstandings similar to the one which we detected 
in Cod. Bezae. The instances might be multiplied, but as the 
present discourse is not immediately concerned with the character 
of the Old Latin of Irenaeus, it is not necessary to deal with the 
subject exhaustively. 


CHAPTER VI. 
Is THE CopDEX BEZAE A LATINIZING CODEX ? 


Ir will be seen that we have run up against a notable and 
apparently incontrovertible instance of what is called Latinization 
in the Codex Bezae. And as we have thus reopened what was a 
burning question of the last century, it will be well to stop and 
ask ourselves whether it is really true that such a retranslation of 
Latin into Greek can be admitted, and whether there are any other 
such cases. Leaving then, for a while, the discussion of the Vulgar- 
latinisms of the MS., we proceed to shew that the imstance in 
question is not an isolated case, but that the whole of the Greek 
text of Codex Bezae from the beginning of Matthew to the end of : 
Acts is a re-adjustment of an earlier text to the Latin version. 

This was the view of the earlier critics, such as Mill, Wetstein, 
Middleton, etc.: but it was supposed to have received a final 
quietus, by the discovery of the wide extent to which the so-called 
Western readings prevailed in manuscripts of all periods (and 
especially of early periods), and coming from all parts of the world. 

Mill expressed himself, as follows, in his Greek Testament A.D. 
17077. 


Vidimus jam qualia fuerint Graeca, qualia item Latina hujusce codicis. 
De Graecis unum illud ultra quaeritur, an aliqua ex parte castigata fuerint 
ad Latinum exemplar? ea enim erat de libris hujus generis eruditorum quo- 
rundam nostrae et superioris aetatis diserta sententia. Nempe cum mirifice 
consenserint ista cum Latinis, contra quam reliqui Graeciae libri, lique optimi, 
facile ipsis persuasum est, ea vel non omnino fuisse Graecae originis, sed tota, 
quanta quanta, traducta de Latinis, vel saltem recensita et emendata fuisse 
varlis sui partibus, ad Latinam Versionem. Sic de ipsis pronuntiant Erasmus, 
Lucas Brugensis, Estius, Grotius, alii; quorum sententiam nil mirum si in 
hac editione nostram fecerimus. 


1 Proleg. in N. T. p. exxxiv. 
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De hac re jam ita videtur. Exscripta erant apud Latinos, ex librorum, ad 
quos confecta erat Itala versio, apographis, varia Graeca exemplaria, ex igno- 
rantia scribarum, doctiorumque e Latinis quorundam περιεργίᾳ (qui mutuata 
e Graecorum. libris scholia, et Apocrypha fragmenta in codices ex suis 
descriptos inserenda curabant) graviter laesa et interpolata. Istis mox 
adaptabatur a quibusdam Latina Versio. Ex hac autem consensione forte 
factum est, ut indocta manus paucula hine inde in textu Graeco ad formam 
Latinorum et e Latina versione mutaverit. illud enim apparet in Graecis 
Cant. Ἡρώδους, lwavvous, Σαμαριτάνων, aliaque id genus ad Latinorum formam 
confecta sunt. Matt. v. 24, cum latinum esset offeres, πρόσφερε mutavit 
librarius in προσφερεῖς. ea enim ipsi erat secunda persona futuri. καταβαῖνον, 
factum καταβαίνοντα ob lat. descendentem, 111. 16. Cap. xi. 22, 24 cum esset in 
lat. quam vobis et vero Graecum esset ἢ ὑμῖν, guae vobis (sic enim videbatur) 
mutavit in ἢν ὑμῖν ut latino responderet. Sic cap. ejusd. v. 28, factum est 
πάντες οἱ κοπιῶντες Kal πεφορτισμένοι ἐστὲ Ob lat. omnes qui laboratis et onerati 
estis. Cap. xv. 18, 20, ob latina obsoleta (sed genuina interpretis Vulgatc) com- 
municat communicant 1.6. polluit, polluunt, pro κοινοῖ, κοινοῦντα reposuit absurde 
κοινωνεῖ κοινωνοῦντα. uti et Act. xxi. 28, ἐκοινώνησε τὸν ἅγιον τόπον τοῦτον, Ob 
lat. communicavit sanctum locum hune. Sic Matt. xviii. 22, ἑβδομηκοντάκις 
ἑπτάκις Ob lat. septies. Act. v. 9, Συνεφώνησεν (pro συνεφωνήθη) ὑμῖν ob lat. 
convenit vobis. Mitto alia. 


One would certainly have thought that such an array of 
instances, with the suggestion that there were others, would have 
provoked a very close examination of at least the syntax on the 
two sides of the Ms. Perhaps the real fault was that people 
accepted the opinion as to the Latinization of the Western Greek 
Codices too readily. There were polemic feelings which, in some 
cases at least, were still provoked by the suggestions of Latin 
authority. Wetstem in his prolegomena takes up very decided 
ground with Mill as to the fact of Latinization: and inveighs 
fiercely against Morinus who had in his Lwercitationes Biblicae 
defended the consentient testimony of Latin and Latinizing codices 
as being the criterion of the true text: and concludes Morinus on 
this ground, as well as on that of private scandals, to be wholly 
unacquainted with the Greek language’. 

The very strong case made out by Mill and Wetstein was met 
by a temperate reply made in 1787 by J. D. Michaelis. He admits 
that some of the examples brought forward are very extraordinary, 
but replies that the Greek text in Codex Bezae sometimes varies 


1 Wetstein, Prolegg., Amstelodami (A.D. 1751), p. 32. 
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from the Latin, and he carries the war into the enemies’ camp by 
suggesting that the Latin has in some cases been corrupted from 
the Greek. And he concludes by saying? 

_ The result of the preceding remarks is that the manuscript in question 
cannot possibly have been altered from the Latin, according to the charge 
which has been usually laid to it... But till we are fully informed what 
readings are to be ascribed to the text itself and what to subsequent corrections, 
it is impossible to decide on this subject with any certainty ; which we shall 
more easily obtain, if to the above mentioned information be added a diligent 
use of the Sahidic version. 


And so he concludes to wait until Kipling’s promised edition 
shall come out. The allusion to the Sahidic version was signi- 
ficant, for this version had been shewn to be full of Western 
readings. 

Griesbach? threw the whole weight of his great authority 
against the theory of Latinization. In describing Codex L, which 
has such affinity in many readings with Cod. D, he refuses to 
admit that the consensus between readings of the Alexandrian 
and Western recensions is anything more than a consensus: very 
many Western readings had been introduced by mixture into 
Alexandrian texts. Such Greek readings were to be reckoned 
as derived from Greek Mss. unless it could be shewn that they 
could not have been derived from such a source, and that they 
could on the other hand have been derived from the Latin. 
The illustrations brought forward by the Latinizers shewed consent 
but not corruption: (“nil praeter illorum cum hac consenswm 
ostendunt, neutiquam vero istos ex hac corruptos esse”). He 
will not be so wedded to his own opinion as to say that no glosses 
or readings ever crept from the Latim into the Greek: but 
most of these cases are of slight importance and there was no 
deliberate intent at latinizing the Greek. He instances λέπρωσος, 
and φλαγελλώσας. But actual readings of a latinizing kind 
are very rare. Griesbach intimates that a few such occur in the 
Acts in the Codex Alexandrinus. In any case, if one or two such 
readings occur, that is no reason for despising the rest of the Ms. 

It is evident that Griesbach’s views must have been the chief 
- cause in the change of opinion upon the question of Latinization. 


1 Marsh’s Michaelis, 11, 235. 2 Symbolae Criticae, p. cxi. 
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And he was followed by Herbert Marsh, who in his notes on 
Michaelis’ Introduction takes up the same ground’, Marsh points 
out that Semler, who at first, in 1764, when he had not emanci- 
pated himself from the influence of Wetstein, had expressed 
himself against the Western Graeco-Latin texts, put himself 
right in his Spicilegium Observationwm in 1766 by saying “non 
licet mihi amplius eam tenere (sententiam) aut hune codicem 
(se. D) et graeco-latinos tam vehementer adspernari...[taque istae 
accusationes omnes vanae sunt jam et temerariae.” To which 
Marsh adds that the authors of the Latin versions must have 
found in the Greek manuscripts, from which they translated, 
the readings which are common to them and to the Codex 
Bezae: and this very agreement is a strong argument for the 
genuineness of the Western readings. No instance has been pro- 
duced from the Codex Bezae of supposed latinizing which might 
not just as well be a genuine reading of the Greek. 

Marsh’s edition of Michaelis’ Introduction and valuable supple- 
mentary notes on the same were published in 1793. And he 
remarks that Griesbach’s system is at present received by every 
critic in Europe. It would seem, therefore, that by the end of 
last century Griesbach had converted almost the whole world 
to his opinions. Matthaei alone seems to have held to the ancient 
opinion, and Matthaei was not popular in the west. 

In his New Testament published at Riga in 1786 Matthaei 
had expressed himself very strongly as to the origin of the 
corruptions in Cod. 1). They were due to a Latin monk who 
knew a moderate amount of Greek, and had made a farrago of 
readings from other copies and from the fathers and from other 
parallel passages. It must be owned that this is not very clear. 
The indictment had too many counts. 

In 1808, however, there appeared Middleton’s Doctrine of the 
Greek Article, to which was attached a far more close examination 
of the subject than had yet been made* Middleton had fallen 
foul of the Codex Bezae in his attempt to apply his theories 
of the Greek Article to the text of the New Testament: and 
he subjoins an Appendix, containing some remarks on this Codex. 


1 Vol. 1. pt 2, pp. 676 sqq. 
2 T use the edition of 1841, published after Middleton’s death by H. J. Rose. 
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This Appendix is really an excellent piece of work, for so 
small a compass. The writer begins by making a collection of some 
rare and unique readings in the Codex Bezae in the first twelve 
chapters of Mark. Then he analyses the variants under eight heads: 
(1) Synonyms. (2) Transpositions. (8) Compound for Simple 
and Simple for Compound verbs. (4) Wrong moods and tenses. 
(5) Alterations in the sense. (6) Questionable Greek. (7) Lati- 
nisms. (8) The uses of the Article. Under all these heads 
Middleton finds evidence of latinizing corruption, and he con- 
cludes that “the Cambridge ms. though a most venerable remain 
of antiquity, is not to be considered, in a critical view, of much 
importance. It is of use to the translator and to the dogmatic 
theologian, but not, as I think, generally speaking, to the editor of 
the N.T., whose object it is to give a text approaching as nearly as 
possible to the Autographs.” But he adds very fairly “ As to the 
goodness of its readings, considered with regard to the sense, I 
have already observed that for this fact we may in part account 
- by the natural supposition of the great antiquity of the Ms. which 
was the basis of the Codex Bezae.” 

In the present century the general opinion as to the excellence 
of the text underlying Codex D has become more and more 
decided. It is regarded as an exploded fiction to speak of 
latinizing, and as a rule the Latin text is only quoted where 
the Greek is lost, or where there is some peculiarity attaching 
to it which constitutes a fresh point in the evidence. 

Accordingly Dr Hort says* “a large proportion of the Latin 
texts of these MSS. is indeed, beyond all reasonable doubt, un- 
altered Old Latin; but where they exactly correspond to- the 
Greek, as they do habitually, it is impossible to tell how much of 
the accordance is original, and how much arbitrary; so that 
for the criticism of the Greek text the Latin reading has here no 
independent authority.” And his account of the genesis of the 
bilingual texts is that “a genuine (independent) Old Latin text 
has been adopted as the basis, but altered throughout into verbal 
conformity with the Greek text by the side of which it was 
intended to stand.” It will be seen from these quotations how 
completely the Greek text of Cod. Bezae has come to be regarded 


1 Introduction to N. T. pp. 82, 83. 
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as independent of the translation which accompanies it. Our 
question, then, is whether this belief in the independence of the 
Greek text is well-founded; and it is clear that, if the critics 
have come to a wrong conclusion on this point, it will not be easy 
to make progress in the study of the New Testament origins 
until the error is rectified. We proceed then to examine the 
question again in the light of the instances of Latinization quoted 
above, and such others as may be detected. 

Now, when we say that there has been action and re-action 
between the Greek and Latin texts in Codex Bezae, we do not 
merely mean that a bilingual scribe makes bilingual mistakes. It 
is quite true and worthy of notice that there are errors by the 
writing of Greek letters in the Latin words, etc. Thus there are 
several cases where the letters of one language are used erroneously 
in the words of the other language. Perhaps the most curious is 
in Matt. v. 22, where the present text runs thus: 


Ego autem dico uobis: quia omnes qui irascitur. 


There is reason to believe that in the archetype of the Western 
texts there once stood pascitur instead of trascitur ; the first letter 
of the last word being lost in the last letter of gui; and the 7 
becoming p by the confusion prevalent in Graeco-Latin palaeo- 
graphy. Our reason for believing this error to be wide spread and 
original is the fact that it is found at this pomt in Codex k, which 
is said to be African Latin: and also in the Latin of Irenaeus, 
1. 32, 1, in the Codex Claromontanus. There is no more curious 
error than this in the whole New Testament; one would have 
supposed it would hardly have escaped correction by a single 
copyist ; and it seems safe to trace to a common origin MSs. which 
shew such a feature. 

But such instances, while they constitute a striking feature of 
family likeness in the Codices where they occur, do not prove 
anything at all with regard to the character of the texts. There 
is always cross-play in a bilingual Ms. 

The same thing must be said of such cases as Renae φλα- 
γελλωσας, Σαμαριτανων and the like: these are things such as 
may belong to any bilingual Codex whatever. They are the natural 
accidents of the case. We must examine the matter much more 
closely before we can come to a conclusion. 


CHAPTER VII. 


CasE OF A LATIN HEXAMETER VERSE CARRIED OVER INTO THE 
GREEK TEXT OF CoDEX BEZAE. 


Bout now let us turn to Luké xxiii. 53, and examine a notable 
addition which Codex Bezae here makes to the text. The whole 
verse reads 

deencoseT KAl KABEAWN 

ENETYAIZEN TO CWMA TOY IHY EN CINAONI 
KAl EBHKEN AYTON EN MNHMEI(O) 
AEAATOMHMENW OY OYK HN OYTTW 
OYAEIC KEIMENOC Kal BENTOC AYTOY ETTEBHKE 
TW MNHMEIO) AEIGON ON MOPIC EIKOCI 
EKYAION 

ET DEPONENS 


INVOLVIT CORPVS THV IN SINDONE 

ET POSVIT EVM IN MONVMENTO 

SCVLPTO VBI ADHVC 

NEMO POSITVS ET POSITO EO IMPOSVIT 

IN MONVMENTO LAPIDEM QVEM VIX VIGINTI 
MOVEBANT. 


Now concerning this added sentence (cau θεντος...εκυλιον) 
Scrivener remarks acutely that it is “conceived somewhat in the 
Homeric spirit.” Let us examine then whether either in the 
Greek or Latin the added words shew traces of having once been 
in metre. Fixing our attention on the added words in the Latin, 
we see that the words posito eo and in monumento are a repetition 
from the preceding words poswit ewm in monumento. And if we 
erase them we have left what is certainly meant for a hexameter 
_ verse, 


Imposuit lapidem quem uix uiginti mouebant, 
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It is clear, then, that the scribe of Codex Bezae, or,if we prefer 
it, an ancestor of his, has deliberately incorporated into his text a 
verse of Latin poetry, which he has then turned into Greek, 
following closely the order of the Latin verse. The only difficulty 
hes in the quantity of the last syllable of viginti, which would in 
Virgil be strictly long: but this objection may be over-ruled, for 
the poetry of our interpolator may be popular, and in any case we 
are in a position to point out the ultimate poetical origin from 
which his verse is derived. In fact, as Scrivener suggested, the 
origin of the gloss is Homeric, and the stone which covered the 
entrance to the Lord’s tomb has been compared with the great 
stone which Polyphemus rolls to the mouth of his cave. Of this 
we are told that it was such a great stone that two and twenty 
waggons would not be able to stir it: (Odyssey 1x. 240) 


δι 
Αὐτὰρ ἔπειτ᾽ ἐπέθηκε θυρεὸν μέγαν ὑψόσ᾽ ἀείρας, 
A ? x , , \ ” 2 ΑΝ, 
Οβριμον: οὐκ ἂν τόνγε δύω καὶ εἴκοσ᾽ ἅμαξαι 
> 2, 
ἘΕσθλαὶ τετράκυκλοι ἀπ᾽ οὔδεος ὀχλίσσειαν, 


with which we may compare Ix. 304, 


Οὐ γάρ κεν δυνάμεσθα θυράων ὑψηλάων 
Χερσὶν ἀπώσασθαι λίθον ὄβριμον ὃν προσέθηκεν. 


There are other similar comparisons in Homer, when great 
stones are thrown by Ajax and other warriors in battle; but this 
passage in the Odyssey is undoubtedly the one from which our 
writer has derived his gloss. The “twenty” insufficient stone- 
movers are the equivalent of the twenty-two waggons in Homer ; 
and this of itself makes one suspect that the Codex Bezae has 
borrowed from a Latin version of the Odyssey, and that the next 
line to the one which he appropriated began with the word 
“ Plaustra.” 

Moreover the passage is identified with the story of Polyphemus 
by the “fact that the Evangelic allusion is to a cave closed by a 
stone, which finds a much more exact parallel in the passage from 
the Odyssey than any of the other Homeric references to the 
handling of huge stones. 

We might compare by way of illustration the following lines 
from the Ilias Latina 458—462: 
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Postquam utrique diu steterant nec uulnera magnus 

Qua daret infesto Tydides ense uidebat, 

Saxum ingens, medio quod forte iacebat in agro, 

Bis seni quod uix iuuenes tellure mouerent, 

Sustulit et magno conamine misit in hostem ; 
but while this passage furnishes a very instructive parallel, it is 
not nearly so close to our text as what would be furnished by the 
incident in the Odyssey. 

If further confirmation of the correctness of our ΤΕ as to 
the source of the Bezan gloss were needed, it might be found in 
the following considerations. The leading facts of the Gospel 
History were at a very early period (far earlier than most people 
suppose) transferred into poetry by using the language of Homer, 
and translating into this speech the record of the Miracles and 
Passion of our Lord. These curious patchworks of verses and half- 
verses of Homer were known by the name of Homeric Centones, 
“Ομηροκέντρωνες or ‘Ounpoxevtpa. It is not generally known that 
these collections have exercised a very great influence over the 
primitive Christian literature. But such is the case, as I hope at 
some future time to demonstrate. As far as I know, no attention 
has been given to the subject, and I only refer to it here in order to 
point out that, when the Homeric Centonists went to work to write 
the story of our Lord’s burial in Greek Hexameters, they made the 
very same connexion with Polyphemus as we find in the Codex 
Bezae. To prove this, we will transcribe a few lines of the 
Homeric Centones, as found in the Paris edition of the Poetae 
Graect Christian of A.D. 1609. 

Περὶ τῆς ταφῆς. 
Τορνώσαντο δὲ σῆμα, θεμείλιά τε προβάλοντο- 
᾿Αγκὰς δ᾽ ἀλλήλων λαβέτην χερσὶ στιβαρῇσιν᾽" 
Οἱ δ᾽ ὥσθ᾽ ἡμίονοι κρατερὸν μένος ἀμφιβαλόντες, 
Ἕλκουσ᾽ ἐξ ὄρεος κατὰ παιπαλόεσσαν ἀταρπὸν 
Ἢ δόκον, ἠὲ δόρυ μέγα νήϊον, ἐν δέ τε θυμὸς 
Τείρεθ᾽ ὁμοῦ καμάτῳ τε καὶ ἱδρῷ σπευδόντεσσιν. 
‘Os οἵ γ᾽ ἐμμεμαῶτε, νέκυν φέρον. αὐτὰρ ὕπερθεν; 
Χερσὶ μέγαν λίθον ἀείραντές τε προσέθηκαν 
Ομβριμον: οὐκ ἂν τόνδε δύω καὶ εἴκοσ᾽ ἄμαξαι 
Ἔσθλαὶ, τετράκυκλοι, ἀπ᾽ οὔδεος ὀχλίσσειαν. 

The striking coimecidence in the treatment of the case by the 
Centonist with the gloss in the Bezan text renders it certain that 


CAB: 4 
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we have referred the latter to its true origin in the pages of 
Homer. The intermediate link was either some Latin form 
of the Odyssey, or it was a version of the Gospels made by a 
Latin Centonist. 

Further light is thrown on the subject by the consideration 
that the same gloss which we have detected im Cod. Bezae is 
found in one other Latin copy and in one of the Egyptian versions. 

The Latin Ms. which is denoted by the sign ὁ (Cod. Colbertinus), 
whose text will be found in Sabatier’s Bibliorum Sacrorum 
Latinae Versiones Antiquae, gives the additional matter in the 
form 


et cum positus esset in monumento, 
posuerunt lapidem quem uix uiginti 
uoluebant. 


Some changes have here been introduced into the original 
form ; posito eo has been replaced by cwm positus esset ; imposutt 
becomes posuerunt ; and mouebant has been corrected to uoluebant. 
Now clearly mouebant is the original word, for it is coupled, if 
our suggestion be correct, with plaustra; but since mouebant went 
back into Greek as ἐκύλιον, it seems that in Cod. c we have a 
re-translation from the Greek with greater exactness; and the 
same supposition explains cwm positus esset as a new translation 
of καὶ θέντος αὐτοῦ, and posuerunt may be due to a reading ἐπέ- 
θηκαν in the Greek, or to a desire to avoid the difficulty of the 
rolling of such a stone by a single man. We suspect then that 
the text of ὁ is a re-translation of the Western Greek. The other 
version to which we have alluded is the Sahidic or Thebaic, which 
gives a reading answering to 

cum uero posuissent eum posuit 


lapidem in porta sepulcri quem 
uiginti homines uoluere possent. 


It is interesting again to observe the changes that have taken 
place, the explanatory gloss in porta sepulcri, the express intro- 
duction of homines after the numeral, the dropping of wiz, and 
the change from mouebant to uoluere possent. 

The reading, moreover, proves, and it is a fact of immense 
textual importance, that the Thebaic version ultimately leans, in 
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part, on a Latin base. It has always been a problem to account 
for the large Western element in the Thebaic version ; we now see 
in what direction to look for the explanation. It is not, in the 
present case, a question of early Greek recensions ; if the Thebaic 
version took the gloss in question from a Greek copy, it was from 
a Greek ms. which was the wmbra of a Latin text, and it is even 
possible that it may have borrowed from the Latin directly. 

Further, we may say that the text from which the verse in 
question was originally taken, whether it be a metrical Gospel or 
a collection of Latin Centones, or a Latin Odyssey, must have been 
an early work; for it has every appearance of being older than 
the common origin of the group of authorities 


D +c + theb. 


It is commonly held that the Bezan text is a fourth century 
product; I believe it to be in the main, including the glosses, 
two hundred years earlier than this; the Thebaic version is 
usually referred to the third century at least, against which date 
we know no reason; and it seems, therefore, that the metrical 
gloss must be very ancient, and this consideration will help 
us in finding the date, not only of the special corruption which we 
are studying, but of associated and similarly attested errors. 

For example, the reasoning in the preceding paragraph would 
exclude the possibility of the gloss in question being taken, aay, 
from the Evangelical History of Juvencus. 

It is true that Juvencus in his account of the entombment 
draws upon the Polyphemus passage, as the following extract will 
shew : 

Concessit praeses, et corpus fulgida lino 
Texta tegunt, saxique nouo componitur antro: 
Limen concludunt immensa uolumina petrae. 


Lib. rv. 724726. 


Here Juvencus has borrowed ‘immensa uolumina’ from Virgil, 
but he seems to have Homer also in his mind, for his verses have 
a ring very like Odyssey IX. 235, and 24:3. 

Ἔντοσθεν δ᾽ ἄντροιο βαλὼν ὀρυμαγδὸν ἔθηκεν 


ΟΞ ΞΞ ᾿Ξ συ 


Toconv ηλίβατον πέτρην ἐπέθηκε θύρῃσιν. 
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Juvencus then shews the same tendency to use the language 
of the Polyphemus story, but he makes no use of the line 
descriptive of the size of the stone, and, as we have shewn above, 
this line must belong to an earlier writer. 

The question now.is, whether we can refer the original gloss to 
any definite time or person ? 

My friend Dr M°Cabe!, who first pomted out that my Beza 
hexameter was substantially a verse of the Odyssey, suggested 
that it might possibly be a fragment from Livius Andronicus. 
The Odyssey was translated into Latin verse at a very early 
date indeed, and the translation is, in fact, one of the first efforts 
at Latin poetry. Livius Andronicus, nearly 250 years before the 
Christian era, transferred the Odyssey into Saturnian verse: and 
the translated poem was still used as a school-book in Horace’s 
day. Moreover, when we say that the metre was Saturnian, this 
is not meant to exclude an occasional hexameter; for these early 
poets used a good deal of freedom: and, in fact, the fragments of 
Livius Andronicus which are preserved shew some decided cases 
of hexameter writing. 

Unfortunately, we are not able to test the conjecture in 
question by means of a direct reference, for by far the major part 
of the Latin Odyssey is wanting. 

Moreover, we shall see bye and bye, that this case of demon- 
strated Homerization is only one out of a number of such cases 
occurring in Codex Bezae and other Christian writings that seem 
to be connected with it. We shall, therefore, leave it for the 
present an open question who was responsible for the Latin verse 
injected into the account of the Entombment; if we were forced 
to make a suggestion, we should say it was due to an early Chris- 
tian Centonist, probably of the second century. 


! Of the Seminary of 8S. Carlo Borromeo, Pennsylvania. 


CHAPTER VIII. 


TRACES OF AN ATTEMPT AT NUMERICAL VERBAL EQUALITY BE- 
TWEEN THE GREEK AND THE LATIN ON THE PART OF THE 
SCRIBES OF THE ANCESTRY OF CODEX BEZAE. 


Ir is interesting to notice that this reflex action of the Latin 
on the Greek had been observed by Bentley, who had the ms. for 
so many years in his personal keeping at Trinity College. If we 
turn to Luke xv. 28, 


Ο AE TIATHP AYTOY EZEAOWN HPZATO AYTON 
PATER AVTEM EIVS EXIENS ROGABAT EVM, 


we shall see that the word παρακαλεῖν has dropped from the 
end of the Greek line, apparently because there was nothing to 
balance it in the Latin, which had however rightly translated 
ἤρξατο παρακαλεῖν, or perhaps a primitive παρεκάλει, by rogabat?. 
And Bentley, who noticed this, remarked’, “ Exciderat τὸ “παρα- 
καλεῖν in Graeco; quod in Latino rependit eodem (ut solet) 
verborum ordine.” 

No doubt Bentley was right in his explanation, and there are 
too many such instances for us to regard the omissions as accidental. 
For example, two pages further on in the ms., Luke xvi. 16, we 
have 

KAI τὰς EIC AYTHN βΒιὰζετὰι 
ET OMNES IN EAM CONATVR, 


where it is possible that the translator wrote conatur introire : 
in this case then the Latin text has been shorn of a word. It 
is much to be wished that Bentley had followed his clue a little 


1 Rogabat is also found in Cod. e. 
° Ellis, Bentleii Critica Sacra, p. 15. 
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farther into the mysteries of the Beza text: unfortunately, though 
he was quite alive to the question, he was misled in a passage in 
the Acts and came to conclude that the Greek had not been 
corrected to the Latin, and so did not give himself full scope in 
the perplexing problems offered in his text. We shall find, for 
instance, that he studied the discrepant Greek and Latin of 
Acts vi. 14, 


KATAAYCE] TON TOTTON TOYTON Kal AAAdZEI TA EOH 
DESTRVET LOCVM ISTVM MVTAVIT ITERVM, 


where mutawt stands for mutabit. 

Here Bentley says: “ἔθη accepit pro eo quod est ἔτ. N.B. non 
correxisse Graeca ad Latina.” 

We should take a different view from Bentley: for it seems to 
us that the translator rendered ἀλλάξει by mutawt tterwm, and 
ta ἔθη, probably, by consuetudines ; but having thus allowed the 
Latin text to gain on the Greek, a word was subtracted, viz. the 
final one in the sentence. If this explanation be the correct one, 
it will be seen that Bentley missed a case which exactly confirmed 
his theory in Luke. 

We must certainly examine for other cases of the same kind, 
and see to what conclusions they lead us with regard to the manner 
of building and rebuilding of the two texts involved. 

Here is another curious specimen of the kind referred to by 
Bentley : 

In Matt. xx. 11, 


KATA TOY OIKOAECTIOTOY AEFONTEC 
ADVERSVS FAMILIAM DICENTES, 


because patrem familias gave a word in excess. 

But it is time to take the matter up more in detail. 

Let us examine, then, how far the attempt to make the Greek 
words and the Latin words numerically and in other respects to 
agree has operated to affect either the Greek or the Latin tradi- 
tion of the Ms. 

We may be sure that, if such a tendency existed, it would be 
found in cases where the usage of one language is more elliptical 
than the other. For example, it may be remembered that Daillé 
based one of his objections to the genuineness of the Epistle of 
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ce 


Polycarp on the use of the expression “qui cum eo sunt,” which 
seemed to imply that Ignatius was alive after his martyrdom, 
whereas the expression was in reality only a rather unfortunate 
translation of τοῖς μετ᾽ αὐτοῦ. Now, if a bilingual text of the 
Epistle of Polycarp had been current, written in the style of the 
Codex Bezae, and some stupid scribe had attempted to make a 
numerical equality between the translation and the text, he would 
have been obliged either to erase the swnt or to introduce a verb, 
probably οὖσι or ὑπάρχουσι, on the Greek side. Now this imaginary 
case 15 one which can be readily paralleled from the Codex Bezae : 
we may begin almost anywhere. 
John iv. 9 should read 


TIWC CY 1OYAAIOC WN TAP EMOY 
TTEIN AITEIC FYNAIKOC CAMAPEITIAOC OYCHC. 


But the Latin had rendered it 


TV CVM SIS IVDAEVS 9 QVvOMODO A ME 
BIBERE PETIS « MVLIERE SAMARITANAE, 


and the word ovens, being now unbalanced, was erased; further, 
since quomodo has shifted to a part of the sentence remote from 
mas, the scribe corrects the order of the Greek, and finally we 
have 


CY 10YAAIOC WN τωρ TAP EMOY 
TTEIN AITEIC FYNAIKOC CAMAaPITIAOC. 


For a second instance take Acts xiii. 29, 


wc λε ETEAOYN 
TIANTA TA ΠΕΡῚ AYTOY TETPAMMENA EICIN. 


Here the word εἰσιν was added, because the Latin had rendered 
the sentence 


ET CONSVMMAVERVNT 
OMNIA QVAE DE ILLO SCRIPTA SVNT. 


In Matthew v. 12 we should have 
OYTWC fap EAIWZAN 
TOYC TIPOPHTAC * TOYC TIPO YMWN, 
which was rendered . 


ITA ENIM PERSECVTI SVNT 
PROPHETAS * QVI ANTE VOS FVERVNT, 
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and to balance the added fuerwnt the scribe has inserted in the 
Greek the word ὑπάρχοντας. 
In Matthew xi. 28 (a case to which Mill drew attention), 


ΔΕΥΤΕ TTPOC ME TIANTEC OI KOTTIWNTEC 
Kal TTEPOPTICMENO! ECTAI 


where the last word éoré seems to have been derived from the Latin 


VENITE AD ME OMNES QVI LAVORATIS 
ET ONERATI ESTIS. 


In Mark v. 40 the Greek 


TTAPAAAMBANE! TON TIATEPA 
TOY TrAIAIOY Kal THN MHTEPA 
Kal TOYC MET AYTOY 


has been rendered 
ADSVMPTO PATRE 
ET MATRE PVELLAE 
ET QVI CVM ILLO ERANT, 
and the revising hand has added the equivalent of the word erant 
to the Greek, and harmonized the order of the words, giving us 
Kal THN MHTEPA TOY TIAIAIOY 
Kal TOYC MET AYTOY ONTAC. 
So in Mark 11. 25, 
AYTOC Kal ΟἹ MET AYTOY ONTEC 


because of the Latin 
IPSE ET QVI CVM ILLO ERANT. 


In Luke xv. 24, 


N€KPOC HN Kal ANEZHCEN ATTOAWAWC 
KAl APTI ΕΥΡΕΘΗ 

the Latin is 
MORTVVS ERAT ET REVIXIT PERIERAT 
EL MODO INVENTVS EST, 


where one word is used to translate ὠἀπολωλὼς ἣν, is the reason for 
the omission of ἦν in the Greek of our Codex. 
In Luke xxiii. 38, 


Ο BaciA€ycC TWN 10YAAIWN OYTOC ECTIN 
REX IVDAEORVM HIC EST, 


where again ἐστιν has been added. 
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In Mark ii. 4 the original text 
KAI XAAWCI TON KPABATTON OTTOY 
O TIAPAAYTIKOC KATEKEITO 
was translated 
ET DIMISERVNT GRABATTVM IN QVO ERAT 
PARALYTICVS IACENS ; 
and this rendering of the imperfect tense by means of the auxiliary 
and the participle is the reason why in our text we find the pas- 
sage written 
Kal XYAAWCI TON KP&dBATTON OTTOY HN 
O TTAPAAYTIKOC KATAKEIMENOC, 
and this ὅπου ἣν made it further necessary to add in the previous 
line the words ὁ ἐἰησοῦς, viz. ἀπεστέγασαν THY στέγην ὅπου ἦν ὁ 
ἰησοῦς. 
Tn Mark iv. 81, 


MEIKPOTEPON ECTIN 
TTANTWN TWN CITEPMATWN TWN ETT! THC [HC 


was rendered 
MINOR EST 


OMNIBVS SEMINIBVS « QVAE SVNT IN TERRA, 
and in consequence of this, τῶν is replaced in the Codex Bezae by 
ἅ εἰσιν. 

In Mark v. 9, 


TI CO! ONOMA Kal ATTEKPIOH 
ONOMA MO! AEFEWN 
is a sufficient equivalent to the Latin 
QVOD TIBI NOMEN EST + ET RESPONDIT 
EST MIHI NOMEN LEGIO. 
But to make the parallelism more exact, we have the Greek 
altered to 
ΤΙ COl ONOMA ECTIN Kal ATTEKPIOH 
ECTIN MO! ONOMA AELIWN. 
In Mark vi. 3 the original text 
Kal ΟΥ̓Κ EICIN al ἀλελφὰι AYTOY 
@AE€ TIPOC HMAC 
would naturally be rendered 


NONNE ET SORORES EIVS — 
HIC NOBISCVM SVNT. 
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Hence the word εἰσιν was erased in the first line of the Greek 
and carried into the second ; and further nonne et was replaced by 


the more exactly equivalent οὐχὶ καί. 
In Mark vi. 20, 


EIAWC AYTON ANAPA AIKAION 
KAl ATION 

was rendered 
SCIENS EVM VIRVM IVSTVM 
ET SANCTVM ESSE. 


Accordingly εἶναι has been added after ἅγιον in the Greek. 
The auxiliary verb would seem to have been also carried into 
the Greek in Mark viii. 2: it probably stood at first 


OTI HMEPAIC TPICIN TTPOCMENOYCI MOI. 
The Latin translator rendered the first words 


QVONIAM IAM TRIDVVM EST ; 
and paraphrased the last word or words, by saying 
EX QVO HIC SVNT; 

and then the attempt was made to turn t7iduum est literally into 
Greek, giving us ἡμέραι τρεῖς εἰσίν; and further ex quo lac sunt 
has been restored verbatim to the Greek, with the final and fear- 
ful result 

ΟΤΙ HAH HMEPAI TPIC EICIN ᾿ ATTO TIOTE WAE EICIN. 
Very similar treatment will be found in Matt. xv. 32. 


In Mark ix. 34 the Greek had 


Tpoc dAAAHAOYC fap AlEeAEXOHCAN 
TIC MIZOON. 
The idiomatic tis μείζων had to be paraphrased, and the Latin 
shews 
QVIS ESSE[T] ILLORVM MATIOR. 


Consequently the Greek of Codex Bezae has added two words 
and reads 
TIC MIZWN [ENHTAI AYTWN.- 


In Mark x. 27, 


TTAPA ANOPWITOIC TOYTO AAYNATON 


Wet ΒΞ 
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becomes in Latin 
APVI HOMINES HOC + IMPOSSIBILE EST, 
and so ἐστιν is inserted at the end of the Greek, and the natural 
ellipticity of the Greek speech gives way before the law of numeri- 
cal verbal equivalence. 
In Mark xiv. 21, 

KABWC FEPPATTTAI TIEPI AYTOY 
was properly rendered 

SICVT SCRIPTVYM EST DE ILLO, 
but since scriptum est is two words, a correction is made to the 


Greek, and we have 


KAOWC ECTIN FETPAMMENON TTEP! ayTOY. 


In Acts iv. 34 the texts run 


OYAE€ Γὰρ ENAEHC TIC YTTHPXEN EN AYTOIC 
OCO!l FAP KTHTOPEC HCAN XWPIWN 
H OIKEIWN YTTHPXON. 


NEC ENIM INOSP QVISQVAM ERAT IN EIS 
QVODQVOD POSSESSORES ERANT PRAEDIORVM 
AVT DOMYM. 

Here we see that ὑπῆρχον in the third line has been translated 
by erant in the second Latin line: therefore the scribe has added 
the word ἤσαν to the second line of the Greek for the sake of 
correspondence. 

In Acts ν. 38 the Latin translator had to deal with 


KAl TA ΝΥΝ dAAEADO! AEC YMEIN, 


so he translated ta viv by quae nunc sunt and the necessary 
εἰσιν was then carried back into the Greek. Curiously enough, 
probably because nunc and sunt have a similar appearance, the 
word sunt slipped from the Latin which actually stands 


ET QVAE NVNC FRATRES DICO VOBIS; 
but its equivalent stays in the Greek 
KAI GTOMNIVINEGICINecrececeeeeeeaserre 


In Matthew x. 10 we find 


dZ1I0C YAP ECTIN O EPfFATHC THC TPOMHC ayToy, 


60 VERBAL EQUALITY OF GREEK AND LATIN. 


where ἐστιν has been introduced because the Latin, with very 
pardonable freedom, has given us 


DIGNVS EST ENIM OPERARIVS ESCA SVA. 


In Acts xvii. 6, 


OT! ΟἹ THN OIKOYMENHN ANACTATWCANTEC 

OYTO! EICIN Kal ENOAAE TTAPEICIN, 
the translator took καὶ as a connective of two sentences, and 
accordingly translated 


QVIA QVI ORBEM TERRAE INQVITAVERVNT 
HI SVNT ET HOC VENERVNT. 


Hence sunt has given rise to the word eiow which we see 
to be added in the Greek text. 
In Acts xxi. 21 we find 


OT! ATTOCTACIAN AIAACKEIC ATTO MWCEWC 
TOYC KATA ΕΘΝΗ EICIN 10YAAIOYC. 


QVIA ABSCENSIONEM DOCENS A MOYSEN 
QVI IN GENTIBVS SVNT IVDAEOS. 


This is a very ragged piece of work; docens is for doces ; 
there is no immediate antecedent to qui, but, if we may judge 
from other texts there probably once stood in the Greek in the 
second line πάντας, and in that case omnes would have been at 
the begimning of the corresponding Latin. Now since, according 
to his method, the translator rendered τοὺς κατὰ ta ἔθνη by qui 
in gentibus sunt, we are not surprised to see εἰσὼν thrust into the 
Greek text; and at the same time the superfluous ta disappeared. 

In Matt. xvi. 2 the auxiliary has been dropped from the 
Latin, leaving 

EY TRANSFIGVRATVS IHS CORAM ILLIS. 

Hence the Greek 

KAl METAMOPHWOHEIC O IHC * ENTTPOCOEN AYTWN. 
In Matt. xxv, 25, 


ΕΙΔΟΥ EXEIC TO CON 
ECCE HABES QVOD TVVM, 


we see that est has been removed from the Latin, in the interests 
of equality. 


δ 2 
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In Matt. xxv. 41, 


ΤΟΤΕ Ερι KAI TOIC εξ EYWNYMWN 
TVNC AIT ET HIS QVI A SINISTRIS, 
where sunt has dropped from the Latin. 
Cf. xxv. 34, where the same thing occurs 


HIS QVI A DEXTRIS EIVS. 


Note also in the same verse the dropping of quod before 
praeparatum est. 
In Mark xiv. 36, 
AYNATA TIANTA 
COI! EICIN, 
εἰσιν has been added because of the Latin 


POSSIBILIA OMNIA 
TIBI SVNT. 


We should at least have expected ἐστιν. 
Luke vii. 25, 


TOY ECTIN H TTICTIC YMWN 
VBI EST FIDES VESTRA, 


where ἐστιν is intrusive from the Latin. 

We have shewn then, conclusively, that the auxiliary verb 
shews the same phenomena of intrusion and extrusion that 
we should have expected on the hypothesis of Latinization. Let 
us then examine some other cases where reflex action between 
Greek and Latin texts is likely to have occurred. 


CHAPTER IX. 


GENERAL VIEW OF THE INTERACTION OF THE GREEK AND 
LATIN TEXTs. 


1. Conrustons due to betacism. 

A very cursory glance at our MS. will shew the prevalence 
of this feature of late Latin phonetics; the confusion between 
b and v is everywhere: and we have to see whether this has 
in any degree reacted upon the interpretation of the Latin text 
and so upon the Greek text from which it is made. 

Turn to Luke 1. 78, 


ΕΝ OIC ETTECKEYATO HMAC 
ANATOAH €2 YYOYC 


IN QVIBVS VISITAVIT NOS 
ORIENS EX ALTO. 


Here the confusion between wsitawt and wisitabit is so natural, 
that if we adopt the Greek Text of Westcott and Hort and read 
ἐπισκέψεται, we must say that our Codex has Latinized: and if 
we do not adopt this reading, we must say that Codices NBL 
have Latinized: the dilemma is a pretty one, because D is here 
supported by almost all other non-Latin authorities, the Latin 
authorities themselves not being counted one way or the other, 
on account of the prevalence of betacism in the early copies. 

In Luke xv. 15, we should have 


EY ADHESIT VNI CIVIVM, 
but the scribe gives us 


ET ADHESIT IBI VNI CIVIVM. 


ee γον ΟΝ 
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Possibly he wrote an anomalous adhesibit = adhesiwmt; and 
the zbi of the Latin text has been taken from the verb, the con- 
fusion being very easy in the Latin capitals. 

A pretty betacistic confusion will be found in Luke xiv. 5, 
where the Latin is 

CVIVS EX VOBIS OVIS AVT BOBIS, 


where bovis is a Vulgar Latin nominative: here it is clear that 
outs is wrong, being either a repetition of wobis or a correction of 
bovis : if it is a dittograph we may replace some other word: some 
persons will imagine a confusion with υἱός which has the same 
letters; others will read the equivalent of ὄνος. Finally owzs has 
been taken over into the Greek and has produced the well-known 
reading 
TINOC €Z YMWN TIPOBATON H Boye. 

2. Cases where the corrector has troubled himself over the 
rendering of δὲ at the beginning of a sentence, and with the desire 
to keep the sequence of the words the same in Greek and Latin 
has carried back δὲ into the Greek under the form of καί. 

Acts xii. 49, 

; AlemepeTo AE=ET PROVVLGABATVR, 
and the Greek becomes 
Kal AlEPEPETO. 
Matt. xvu. 24, 
Kal EABONTWN AYTWN 
ET VENIENTIBVS EIS: 
where the original was 


EANDONTWN AE AYTWN. 
Mark iv. 36, 


KAI ἀλλὰ πλοιὰ 
was rendered 
ALIAE AVTEM NAVES, 


and then the two texts were adjusted, 


Kal ἀλλὰ AE πλοιὰ 
ET ALIAE AVTEM NAVES, 


other corruptions creeping in afterwards, as a reference to the 


Codex will shew. 
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In Mark iv. 29, 
OTAN δε TrApadol 
was rendered 
ET CVM PRODVXERIT, 


and the Greek changed to 
KAl OTAN TTAPAAOI. 


In Mark vi. 21 the corrector’s hand is seen in 


- 


KAl FENOMENHC AE HMEPAC 
ED (CVM DIES τι. ..nesscaaaeceseas 


where we should erase και. 
In Mark viii. 29 we should read 


KAl AYTOC ETTHPWTA AYTOYC, 


but Codex Bezae has 


OY TOCGPACs ον: 
on account of the Latin 
IPSE AVTEM INTERROGAVIT EOs. 


In Luke xix. 39, 


TINEC AE TWN φΦὰριοδιων 
QVIDEM AVTEM DE PHARISAEIS, 


the original text seems to have been 
KAL TINE Ceeeeeeccessereeeee 


These are a few instances of a widespread confusion. 


3. Cases where the artificial rendering of the article by idle, 
iste and hic has produced an addition of demonstrative pronouns in 
the Greek text. 

In Matt. xv. 24, 


ΕΙ MH EIC TA TIPOBATA 
seems to have been rendered 
NISI AD HAS OVES, 
and then we get the harmonized bilingual text 


ΕΙ MH EIC TA TIPOBATA: TAYTA 


NISI AD OVES HAS, 
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Matt. xv. 32, 


ΕΙΤΤΕΝ CTTAANXNIZOMAI ETT! TON OXAON TOYTON 
DIXIT MISEREOR * SVPER TVRBAM HANC, 


is another case of the same kind. 

There are many other cases of similar textual amplification: 
and great confusion introduced into the texts thereby: we will 
give one striking specimen in order to shew how early this mode 
of rendering is in the history of the Latin text. 

In the Gospel of John we frequently find hic mundus used as 
a translation of ὁ κόσμος. 

Suppose then that we find in John xvii. 11 


Kal OYKETI EIMI EN TOYTW TO) KOCMOG) 
ET IAM NON SVM IN HOC MVNDO, 


we reasonably conclude that the τούτῳ came in to balance hoc. 
Let us then examine the whole passage: 

Kal OYKETI EIMI EN TOYTW TW KOCMO) 

KAl OYTO! EN TW KOCMW EICIN 


Κἀγὼ TIPOC CE EPXYOMAI OYKETI EIMI EN TW 
KOCMW * KAl EN TW KOCMW EIMI, 


for which the Latin is 


ET IAM NON SVM IN HOC MVNDO 

ET IPSI IN HOC MVNDO SVNT 

ET EGO AD TE VENIO IAM NON SVM IN 
MVNDO ET IN MVNDO SVM. 


It is clear that we have here a conflate text of a similar cha- 
racter to that which we find in Codex Vercellensis (=a), which 
reads . 

et hi in hoc mundo sunt, 

et ego ad te uenio 

et iam non sum in hoc mundo 
et in hoc mundo sunt. 


Moreover this Codex tells us that the Beza scribe has con- 
founded sunt with swm at the end of the verse: and we see that 
the Greek text has not merely preserved the transferred demon- 
stratives, but has followed the Latin in giving εἰμί at the end of 
the verse for εἰσίν. It is easy now to separate the two parts of the 


CoB; 5 
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conflated text and to reject the part which depends upon the false 
translation of the article. The two parts may be placed side by 
side : 

et iam non sum in hoc mundo=iam non sum in mundo 


et ipsi in hoe mundo sunt =et in mundo sunt 
et ego ad te uenio. 


This example is very convincing: it tells us moreover that 
there is a close relation between the Latin texts Cod. a and 
Cod. d: this point must be noted for future use. 

Other cases of hic mundus will be found in vii. 26, 


HAEC LOQVOR IN HOC MVNDO. 
xiv. 22, 
OSTENDERE TE IPSVM ET NON HVIC MVNDO. 
ἘΠῚ 30, 
LOQVAR VOBISCVM VENIT ENIM HVIVS 
MVNDI PRINCEPS, 


where the Greek is 


AdAAHCW MEO YMWN EPXETAI FAP O TOY 
KOCMOY ἄρχων. 
ἈΠ ead 
HOMO IN HVNC MVNDVM, 


but in none of these cases has the strong translation of the article 
affected the Greek. In all of them, however, the Latin agrees 
with Cod. a. 


In John xvu. 14, 15, we have, however, a good case of con- 
fusion and reflex action. 


Kal O KOCMOC MEICE!l AYTOYC OT! ΟΥ̓Κ EICIN 

ΕΚ TOYTOY TOY KOCMOY OYK EPWTW INA APHC 
AYTOYC EK TOY KOCMOY AAA INA THPHCHC 
AYTOYC EK TOY TTONHPOY EK TOYTOY TOY KOCMOY 
ΟΥ̓Κ EICIN KABWC κἀγὼ OYK EIMI EK TOY KOCMOY 


the Latin being 


ET MVNDVS ODIT EOS QVONIAM NON SVM 

DE HOC MVNDO NON ROGO VT TOLLAS 

EOS DE MVNDO SED VT SERVES 

EOS DE INIQVO DE HOC MVNDO 

NON SVNT SICVT ET EGO NON SVM DE MVNDO. 


fa 
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Here we notice first that the translator having used the form 
odit (anstead of odio habwt) which has a present meaning, pce? 
has replaced ἐμίσησεν in the Greek text. Next we see that the 
Latin scribe has again given sum as an equivalent for sunt: and 
this repeated error may indicate a dialectical equality of the two 
forms (cf. the Italian sono which is the equivalent of both swm 
and sunt). In this case, however, the Greek has not been harmon- 
ized with the Latin as it was in John xvii.11. Third, we see that 
hoc [mundo] has crept back into the Greek at two separate points; 
and in both cases there is Latin support for d. 

For further reflex actions see xvil. 18, where there are two 
in a single verse. But perhaps the thing reaches the height of 
absurdity in xvu. 25, where 6 κόσμος has been translated as 
mundus hic, and the Greek text appears as 


O KOCMOC TOYTOC. 


It appears probable then that the primitive Latin translation of 
John had hic mundus everywhere, and Cod. a agrees very well with 
this idea. 

Many other cases of the same confusion, arising from the 
translation of the article, may be found scattered through the 
Western text; as Mark vii. 2, 


CTTAAXNIZOMAI ETTI TOY OXAOY TOYTOY 
MISEREOR SUPER ISTAM TVRBAM, 


where istam=rTod, but has been turned back into Greek as τούτου. 


Acts vi. 5, 


ΚΑΙ HPECEN O AOfOC OYTOC ENWTTION TTANTOC 
ET PLACVIT SERMO HIC IN CONSPECTU OMNI, 


where οὗτος comes from the translation of ὁ λόγος by hic sermo. 
We must not be surprised at this peculiar feature of the primi- 
tive Latin translation, for it can be paralleled in the English 
renderings of the New Testament, being found freely in the 
Genevan edition of 1576 (Tomson’s New Testament). Of this 
Westcott says’, “One peculiarity is characteristic of Tomson alone. 


1 Hist. Eng. Bible, Ὁ. 232 note, 
5—2 
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In his anxiety to express the emphatic force of the Greek Article 
he constantly renders it by ‘that’ or ‘this, and in many cases the 
effect is almost grotesque. One example will suffice ‘He that 
hath that Son hath that life; and he that hath not that Son of 
God hath not that life’ (1 John ν. 12).” If Tomson had only 
lived in the second century, what a splendid chance he would 
have had for propagating a New Testament with extra-canonical 
readings ! 


4. Ambiguities arising from the doubtful gender of such 
words as eius illius, ete. 
In Matt. ix. 26, the original Western Greek was probably 


Kal €ZHABEN H CHMH AYTHC, 
and the Latin of Codex Bezae is 


ET EXIIT FAMA EIVS. 


But the revising scribe not unnaturally takes eius as masculine 
and therefore he corrects αὐτῆς to αὐτοῦ, as we have it in the 
Greek of our text. 

I am inclined to believe that it is to the same cause that we 
must refer the confusion in Matt. xiv.6. We start from a primi- 
tive text 


WPXHCATO H θυγάτηρ THC HpWAIAAOC, 
which was rendered 
SALTAVIT FILIA EIVS HERODIADIS, 


where eius is meant for a feminine and is the equivalent of the 
article. 

Then we get the Greek altered to αὐτοῦ which necessitates a 
further correction, and finally we reach the impossible 


WPXHCATO H θυγάτηρ AYTOY HPWAIAC. 


In Luke 11. 22, we have 


» 


KAI OTE ETTAHCOHCAN Al HMEPAI 
TOY KAOBAPICMOY AYTOY KATA TON NOMON 


ET CVM CONSVMMATI SVNT DIES 
PVRGATIONIS EIVS SECVNDVM LEGEM, 


Does not eiws here stand for αὐτῆς (the Blessed Virgin), and has 
it not been understood of our Lord: unless indeed it should turn out 


‘ 
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that both readings αὐτοῦ and αὐτῆς are derived from a primitive 
αὐτῶν ? 
5. Curious case of confusion between ov and ov. 
In Matt. xviii. 20 the translator began to render 
OY fap eici + AYO H TpEIC CYNHPMENO! 
NON ENIM SVNT DVO AVT TRES + COLLECTI, 


and having rendered ov by the negative he was obliged to alter 


the line 
ΕΚΕΙ EIMI EN MECW AYTWN 


so that it read 
APVT QVOS NON ERO IN MEDIO EORVM. 
Hence the Greek 
ΟΥ̓Κ €ICIN fap AYO H TPEIC CYNHTMENO! 
ElIC TO EMON ONOMA 
TTAP OIC ΟΥ̓Κ EIME! EN MECW AYTWN. 


6. Confusion owing to the difference of genders in Greek and 


Latin. 
Matt. 11. 16 we have the Latin 


ET VIDIT SPIRITVM DEI 
DESCENDENTEM DE CAELO. 


All of the Greek that is preserved is the words 
KATABAINONTA EK TOY OYPANOY, 


and it would seem that the change from καταβαῖνον, which should 
accompany πνεῦμα, was due to the Latin descendentem. This 


suggestion was made by Mill. 
In Mark iv. 36 we have 


Kal ἀλλὰι AE 
TIAOIAL ττολλὰι * HCAN MET AYTOY 


ET ALIAE AVTEM 
NAVES MVLTAE » ERANT CVM ILLO, 


where we should read ἄλλα πλοῖα ἦν. 


In Mark ix. 36, 


Kal AQABWN TO TTAIAION 
ECTHCEN AYTON EN MECW AYTWN 


ET ACCIPIENS PVERVM 
STATVIT ILLVM IN MEDIO EORVM. 
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Hére illwm has affected the Greek, and given us αὐτόν for 
αὐτό. 
In Acts v. 32 we have a case like the one quoted above from 
Matt. 111. 16, 
Kal TO TINA TO ΔΓΙΟΝ ON EAWKEN O 6c 


ET SPM SANCTVM QVEM DEDIT Ds. 


7. Instances where the corresponding verbs or prepositions 
govern different cases in Latin and Greek : 
In Acts xi. 7, 


Kal HKOYCA @WNHN AEFOYCAN MO! 
ET AVDIVI VOCEM DICENTEM MIHI. 


The Latin accusative has been carried over and has replaced 
the Greek genetive. 
Matt. v. 42, 


KAl TW θέλοντι AANICACOHAl MH ATTOCTPAPHC 
ET VOLENTI MVTVARI NE AVERTARIS. 


The Greek has altered τὸν θέλοντα in order to agree more 
closely with volentz. 
Matt. ix. 24, 
Kal KATEFEAWN AYTON 
ET DERIDEBANT EVM, 


where we should have αὐτοῦ in the Greek. 
Matt. ix. 25, 


€KPATHCEN 
THN X€IPA AYTHC 
TENVIT 
MANVM EIVS, 
where we ought to read τῆς χειρός. 


Matt. ix. 38 we have a similar case 


AE€HOHTE OYN TON KN TOY OEPICMOY 
ORATE ERGO DNM MESSIS. 
John x. 27, 
TA TIPOBATA TA EMA 
THC @WNHC MOY AKOYE! 
OVES QVAE SVNT MEAE 
VOCIS MEAE AVDIVNT. 


Here the Latin has been made to agree with the Greek. 
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John xii. 47 is a similar case, 


ET SI QVIS AVDIERIT MEORVM BERBORVM. 


Mark v. 41, 
KAl KPATHCAC THN χειρὰ TOY TTAIAlOY 
ET TENENS MANVM PVELLAE, 


Mark viii. 23, 
Kal AABOMENOC THN χειρὰ TOY TYPAOY 
ET ADPRAEHENDI[T] MANVM CAECI, 


where we should read τῆς χειρός. 


Mark x. 21, 


ΕΝ COIL YCTEPE! 


instead of 
ΕΝ CE YCTEPE! 


because the Latin is 
VNVM TIBI DEEST. 


Luke xx. 26, 
ΟΥ̓Κ EICXYCAN AE AYTOY PHMA 
eTTIAABECcOal 
NON POTVERVNT AVTIEM EIVS VERBVM 
ADPRAEHENDERE, 


where we should expect ῥήματος. 
Acts 111, 25 also belongs to this class: 


Kal THC AIAOHKHC HN-O OC λιεθετο 
ET EIVS DISPOSITIONIS QVAM DS DISPVTAVIT, 


where ἣν is for ἧς under the influence of the Latin. 
Acts v. 3 may perhaps be mentioned here: it should stand 
ΕΙΤΤΕΝ AE TTETPOC ANANIA 


But avavia has been taken as a dative and rendered 
AD ANANIAN, 
Then the Greek is reformed to 


ΕΙΤΤΕΝ AE TIETPOC TIPOC ANANIAN. 
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Acts vi. 2, 


OYK APECTON ECTIN HMEIN : 
KATAAEIYANTAC TON AOTON TOY OY 


NON ENIM PLACET NOBIS 
DERELICTO VERBO DI, 


where ἡμῖν stands for ἡμᾶς. 


8. Cases of confusion between the degrees of comparison 
of the adjectives; as, for example, where the scribe has, from 
a correct Semitic feeling, as it would seem, in harmony with 
Vulgar Latin usage, translated a positive adjective by a com- 
parative or superlative. 


Matt. x. 42, 


Kal OC AN TIOTEICH * ENA TWN EAAXICTWN TOYTWN 


ET QVICVMQVE POTAVERIT + VNVM DE MINIMIS GIs. 


The Latin is a translation of μικρῶν, and would be a very 
good translation if the equivalent of οἱ μικροί had been given 
in Hebrew or Aramaic, but, in any case, is not a bad rendering. 
When the translation was thus made, I take it that the reviser 
wrote ἐλαχίστων in the Greek. 

Probably the same reaction explains why in Matt. xii. 48, the 
line 

CYNEAEZAN TA KdAA EIC TA Ala 
has been turned into 


CYNEAEZAN TA KAAAICTA.«- 


There is good ground for believing that the Vulgar Latin 
superlative was often found, as in the Semitic languages, in 
the form of a repeated positive, so that we suspect that τὰ 
κάλλιστα of our text is the equivalent of a primitive Latin 
bona bona, which in Cod. Bezae’s Latin has been replaced by 
meliora, but in Codd. a b ὁ k appears as optima’. Whether then 
καλὰ or κάλλιστα 15 the original reading, the change from one to 
the other is made through the mediation of the Latin. 


1 Cf, Sanday in Old Latin Biblical Texts, τι. p. lxvi, 


a 


eee ae or ee Ψὲ 
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9. Translation of the Greek aorist by the Latin perfect or 
imperfect ; and examination of the effect of such translations of 
one tense by another in the original Greek. 

In Matt. xvi. 5 we find, 


IAOY NEMEAH PWTEINH 
ETTECKIAZEN AYTOYC 


the Latin being 
ECCE NVBS LVCIDA 
OBVMBRABAT EOS, 
for a primitive Greek ἐπεσκίασεν, the aorist having been rendered 
by the Latin imperfect. 
Maiti. xix, 27, 
KAl HKOAOYOHKAMEN COI 
ET SECVTI SVMVS TE, 
for a primitive ἠκολουθήσαμεν which was translated rightly by a 
Latin perfect. 
In Mark 1. 38, 
ΕΙα TOYTO fap EZEAHAYOA 
(where we should perhaps restore eZHA@on) because the Latin had 
rendered the aorist by 
AD HOC ENIM VENI. 
Mark v. 24, 


KAl ATTHAGEN MET AYTOY 
becomes 
KAl YTTHTEN MET AYTOY 


because the Latin was 
/ 
. ET IBAT CVM ILLO. 
Mark xv. 14, 
ΟΙ δε EKTIEPICCWC EKPAZAN 
becomes ἔκραζον under the influence of 
AD ILLI MAGIS CLAMABANT. 
Luke viii. 27, 
OC EIMATION OYK ENEAYAICKETO 
QVI TVNICAM NON INDVEBATYR, 
where we should expect ἐνεδύσατο, if the most ancient texts are 
to be followed, and certainly the translation would be made by an 
imperfect tense. 


14 INTERACTION OF GREEK AND LATIN, 


Acts vi. 34, 
KAl TOY CTENAPMOY AYTOY AKHKOA 
ET GEMITVS EIVS AVDIVI, 
where we should have ἤκουσα. 
Mark x. 13 seems to have originally been read, 
O| AE MAOHTAI AYTOY 
€TTETIMHCAN 


DISCIPVLI AVTEM EIVS 
COMMINABANTVR, 


and then ἐπετίμησαν had to be corrected to ἐπετίμων. 


10. Translation of the Greek aorist by a pluperfect; and other 
mutations of tenses. 
Matt. xi. 21, 
OTI Εἰ EN TYPW Kal CIAWNE! " EFETONEICAN 
al AYNAMEIC 
QVIA SI IN TYRO ET SIDONA + FACTAE ESSENT 
VIRTVTES. 
Here factae essent stands for ἐγένοντο, rightly enough; and 
hence the correction of the Greek text. 
Matt. xvi. 26, the translator rendered 
Tl TAP WHEAHCETAI ANOPWTTOC 
by 


ΟΥ̓ AVTEM PRODEST HOMINI, 
and hence we get the Greek corrected to ὠφελεῖται. 


John xvu. 14, 
Kal O KOCMOC MEICEI AYTOYC, 
because the Latin rendered the verb ἐμίσησεν by 
ET MYNDVS ODIT EOS. 
Mark vi. 39, 
ANAKAIOHNAl TTANTAC 


has been rendered 
VI DISCVMBERENT OMNES, 


and the passive verb in the Greek has been corrected to 


ANAKAEINAL TTANTAC. 
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In Matt. iv. 8, 


TIAAIN TIAPAAAMBANE! AYTON O διάβολος 
€IC OPOC YYHAON AEIAN Kal EAEIZEN AYTOD. 


In the last line the Latin renders 
IN MONTEM ALTVM NIMIS ET OSTENDIT EI: 
ostendit is both a present and a perfect; but it looks as if some 
corrector of a Western MS. had taken it, in this case wrongly, for 
a perfect and had given us ἔδειξεν in place of the ordinary reading 
δείκνυσιν. This explanation was suggested by Middleton in his 
work on the Greek Article. 

11. Rendering of the participle (especially the aorist participle) 
followed by the verb as two verbs with a conjunction ; and con- 
sideration of the effect of the same. 

Matt. iv. 3 should read 

Kal TTPOCEAOWN [ayTwW] ο πειράζων EITTEN AYTO. 
To render this into Latin we should say 


ET ACCESSIT AD EVM TEMPTATOR ET DIXIT EI. 


The translator, in fact, gives us this, only he renders ὁ πειράζων 
by qua tenptabat. 
Is it any wonder that the Greek in Codex Bezae should run 


Kdl TTPOCHAQEN AYTW O πειράζων KAI EITTEN AYTW ? 


Matt. ix. 28, we should expect a Greek text 


ΕΛΘΟΝΤΙ AE EIC THN OIKIAN 
/ TTPOCHAOON aYTW, 


which would become in Latin, as in Cod. D, 


ET VENIT IN DOMVM 
ET ACCESSERVNT AD EVM, 


which rendering reacts and produces 


Kal EPXETAI EIC THN OIKIAN 
Kal TTPOCHAOON AYTW...... 


Matt. xii. 4, 
Kdl EABONTA TA πετεινὰ KATEALEN AYTA 


has been made into 


Kal HA®ON τὰ πετεινὰ KAI KATEMPACEN AYTA 
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under the influence of 
ET VENERVNT VOLVCRES ET COMEDERVNT EA. 
Matt. xvu. 7, 


KAl HYATO AYTWN Kal EITTEN 
ET TETIGIT EOS ET DIXIT, 


where we should have read 


KAl AYAMENOC AYTWN EITTEN. 


Matt. xx. 30, 


HKOYCAN OTI IHC TrAparel 
KAl EKPAZAN λέγοντεο 


AVDIERVNT QVOD IHS TRANSIT 
ET CLAMAVERVNT DICENTES, 


where the primitive Greek would seem to have been ἀκούσαντες... 
(— kat). 
Matt. xxi. 6, 

ETTOIHCAN..- eee Kal HPAPON 
for 

TTOIHCANTEC......... ΗΓΔΓΟΝ 
because of the Latin 

FECERVNY.........ET ADDVXERVNT. 


Matt. xxvi. 51, 
KAl ETTATAZEN TON AOYAON 
TOY Apxlepewc 
ΚΑῚ ADEIAEN.........--- 
because of the Latin 
ET PERCVSSIT SERVVM 
PRINCIPES SACERDOTIS 
ET ABSTVLIT...........- 
John vi. 11, 
KAl EYXAPICTHCEN Kal EAWKEN 
for 
EYXAPICTHCAC AIEAWKEN. 
Sometimes a reviser has taken pains to restore the participial 
construction in the Latin : e.g. in 
John xi. 3, 


ERGO MARIA ACCIPIENS LIBRAM PISTICI VNGVENTI 
PRETIOSI ET VNXIT PEDES. 
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Here it is clear that he had at first accipit or accepit to corre- 
spond to the Greek λαβοῦσα ; first, because he has left the et in 
the second line: and next, because λαβοῦσα has been changed to 
λαμβάνει in the Greek. 

John xii. 36, 


KAl ATTEAOWN EKPYBH ATT AYTWN 
becomes 


KAl ATTHAOBEN KAI EKPYBH ATT AYTWN 
under the influence of the Latin 


ET ABIIT ET ABSCONDIT SE AB KIS. 


Acts xiv. 6, 
CYNIAONTEC Kal KATEPYTON 
INTELLEXERVNT ET FVGERVNT, 


where καὶ is from the Latin. 
Luke v. 14, 


aTteAbe AE 
Kal AEIZON CEAYTON 


VADE AVTEM 
ET OSTENDE TEIPSVM. 


Here the Greek should be ἀλλὰ ἀπελθὼν δεῖξον. 
Luke xv. 29, 


Kal PAPWMEN 
KAl EYPPANOBWMEN 


ET MANDVCEMVS 
ET AEPVLEMVR, 


where we should have φαγόντες εὐφρανθώμεν. 
In Mark iv. 36 for 
KAI ADENTEC TON OXAON TIAPAAAMBANOYCIN AYTON 
the translator has 
ET DIMITTVNT TVRBAM ¢ BT ACCEPERVNT EVM, 
whence the Greek becomes 
Kal APIOYCIN TON OXAON * Kal TTAPAAAMBANOYCIN AYTON. 


In Mark vu. 25, 
EABOYCA Kal TTPOCETTECEN 


stands against 
INTRAVIT ET PROCEDIT. 


Obviously the καὶ is an intrusion from the Latin, 
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In Mark x. 16, 


Ετιθει TAC XEIPAC ETT AYTA 
Kal Εὐλόγει AYTA 


for κατευλόγει τιθείς, because the Latin was 
IMPONEBAT MANVS SVPER ILLOS 
ET BENEDICEBAT EOS. 


In Mark x. 22, 


o A€ ECTYPNACEN 
ΕἸΤΙ TOYTW τῶ AOTW KAI ATTHADEN 


AD ILLE CONTRISTATVS 
IN HOC VERBO « ET ABIIT. 


The Greek should be στυγνάσας ἀπῆλθεν: observe that est 
has been removed from the Latin after contristatus in the interests 
of equality. 

In Mark xi, 2 again the change of the Greek is only partial ; 
καὶ has been introduced, but the participle left : 


AYCANTEC AYTON Kal ἀζγὰγετε 
SOLVITE ILLVM ET ADDVCITE. 


So in Mark xiv. 68, 


AIAPPHZAC TOYC XEITWNAC AYTOY " KAI λέγει. 
SCIDIT VESTIMENTA SVA ET AIT, 
and Mark xvi. 14, 
TIOPEYOENTEC EIC TON KOCMON 
KAl KHPYZATE TO EYAPPeEAION. 
12. Cases where the Latin has used two verbs to render 
a single Greek verb, and a corrector has either erased one of the 
Latin verbs, or has carried over an extra verb into the Greek. 
In Mark v. 18 
TTAPEKAAE! AYTON 
O AAIMONICOEIC 
is translated line by line, 
COEPIT DEPRAECARI ILLVM 
QVI DEMONIO VEXABATVR, 
the imperfect being given as an inchoative. The Greek has then 
been brought into harmony with it: and so we have in Cod. 


Bezae 
HPZATO TTAPAKAAEIN AYTON. 
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Exactly the same corruption occurs in Mark viti. 25, where 


Kal AIEBAEYEN 
has been made into 
KAl HPZATO ANABAEWal 
because the Latin translation was 


ET COEPIT VIDERE. 


Probably the same thing occurs in Mark xiv. 72, 
Kal ETTIBAAWN EKAAIEN. 
Whatever ἐπιβαλὼν may mean, the Latin is 
ET COEPIT FLERE, 


which translates ἔκλαιεν. Was ἐπιβαλὼν then displaced by 
np&ato? For we find in Cod. Bezae 


KAl HPZdTO KAAIEIN. 


In the Acts of the Apostles there are a number of cases where 
the simple λέγειν and λέγων of Greek narration has been expanded 
in this way: or where λέγει has been added to a similar word. 

Acts xvii. 6, 

BOWNTEC Kat AEFONTEC 
CLAMANTES ET DICENTES, 


where the proper Greek text is merely βοῶντες. 


Acts xvi. 19, 


ΗἩΓΔΓΟΝ AYTON ETT! APION TIACON 
TTYNOANOMENO! KAI AEFONTEC 


ADDVXERVNT AD ARIVM PAGVM 
COGITANTES ET DICENTES. 


In the last line cogitantes is an error for rogitantes ; and this 
free double rendering of the Greek λέγοντες has led to the 
insertion of the words πυνθανόμενοι καὶ in the Greek. 

In Acts xxi. 39 


Aalome AE COY CYNXWPHCAI MO! 
is rendered 
ROGO OBSEGRO AVTEM MIHI. 


Here dasoue is by itacism for δέομαι, and δεομαι δὲ cov is 
rendered freely enough, but not unfairly, by rogo obsecro. The 
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reviser of the text, finding these two verbs instead of one, struck 
out by mistake the word which the translator had used to render 
συνχωρῆσαι. 

What we have said of the double translation of verbs applies 
also to those cases where two words were necessary to render 
a noun. 

Here is a striking instance: in Luke xxu. 12, the translator 
had to render the word ἀνώγαιον; he employed a word, which 
was understood in the Vulgar Latin of the provinces, and 
especially, it would seem, in Africa, viz. maenianum, a word 
which means an overhanging balcony. The word does not, how- 
ever, occur in its true form in any of the great Latin Codices, but 
in the Codex Vercellensis (a) it appears in the form medianum 
both in Mark xiv. 15, and in Luke xxi. 12. This medianuwm, 
of course, caused trouble, and in the passage from Luke we find 
Cod. Veronensis (Ὁ) gives us pede plano (on the ground floor), 
which is a blundering correction of medianum as we have it in a. 
This necessitated the addition of an explanatory word to shew 
what it was that was to be found on the ground floor, and hence 
many Latin texts add locum, and then afterwards the scribes 
go back and correct the ‘ground floor’ to in superioribus = ‘up- 
stairs.’ 

Now let us turn to Codex Bezae, where we find a bold 
correction; medianum is replaced by superiorem domum. We 
have now two Latin words for one Greek word, so the scribe 
quietly inserts οἶκον after ἀνώγαιον. 

We have given this instance at length, on account of the 
peculiarly interesting ramification of the Latin texts over a hard 
word. The special case of the change in the Greek in Cod. D is 
very simple and easily betrays itself’. We shall have many simi- 
lar cases as we proceed. 


13. Cases where the aorist participle or aorist imperative has 
been rendered by the Latin present participle or present im- 
perative ; and subsequent reflex action on the Greek. 


1 For maenianum cf. Linke, Studien zur Itala, Breslau, 1889, p. 28. The parallel 
passage Mark xiy. 15 is instructive in its various forms in the Old Latin. In par- 
ticular Codex Bezae has here ἀναγαιον οἶκον ἐστρωμενον μεγαν ἕτοιμον although both 
medianum and superiorem locum have disappeared from the Latin. 
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Acts xiv. 21, 
€YAPPEAIZOMENO! AE TOYC EN TH TIOAE! 
has been made out of 
EYALTEAICAMENOI..oe ee wee 


because the Latin translator had, of necessity, unless he had re- 
sorted to the use of the finite verb, rendered by 


EVANGELIZANTES AVTEM IN ILLA CIVITATE, 


In Acts xvi. 29 I believe a similar error once occurred in 
Western copies: 
φωτὰ AE ETHCAC EICETTHAHCEN, 
the translator gives 


LVYMEN VERO PETENS ACCVCVRRIT. 


If this petens had changed αἰτήσας of the Greek into αἰτῶν, it 
would easily have been read ἅπτων, which underlies the Syriac 
rendering ; and in some respects seems to be a superior reading. 

Matt. x. 27, 

KHPYCCETAI ETT! TWN AWMATWN 
PRAEDICATE IN TECTIS, 


where we ought to have, not κηρύσσετε but κηρύξατε. 


Matt. xiii. 22, 


Ο A€ EIC TAC AKANOAC CTTEIPOMENOC 
QVI AVTEM IN SPINIS SEMINATVR, 


the word’ σπαρείς in the first lme having been replaced by one 
more exactly correspondent to the Latin. 

In the same way in Matt. xiii. 24, σπείραντι, which was 
translated seminantt, has given way before the Latin, and we have 


ANOPWITW CTTEIPONTI . KAAON CTTEPMA 
HOMINI SEMINANTI BONVM SEMEN, 


Luke 11. 16, 
CTTEYAONTEC KAl EYPON THN λλὰριὰν 


FESTINANTES ET INVENERVNT MARIAM. 


Here festinantes stands for σπεύσαντες and the Greek has 
been assimilated to the translation. 


CB: 6 
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Luke 11. 45, 
KAl MH €YPICKONTEC YTTECTPEWAN 
ET NON INVENIENTES REVERSI SVNT. 


Here εὑρίσκοντες stands for εὑρόντες, which of necessity was 
represented by the present participle in the Latin. 
In Luke xix. 27 we find a similar difficulty with the infinitive : 
TOYC MH OEAONTAC ME 
BaciA€yYeIN 
QVI NOLVERVNT ME 
REGNARE. 
Here we should have expected βασιλεῦσαι: but the reason 
for the change is not far to seek. 
So again in Luke xx. 6, the Latin having given 
SCIT ENIM 
IOHANNEN PROPHETAM FVISSE, 
where the Greek had εἶναι, the corrector has given us γεγονέναι as 


a more exact answer to fuisse. 


Luke xxii. 9, 
EICEPXOMENWN 


YMWN €IC THN TIOAIN 
for εἰσελθόντων 


because the Latin is 
INTROEVNTIBYS 


VOBIS IN CIVITATEM. 


14. Confusion caused by the attempt to translate the articular 
infinitive in Greek. 
We may take as an instance Mark xiv. 55, 
EIC TO BANATWCAI AYTON, 
which was rightly rendered 
VT MORTI TRADERENT EVM, 
after which it goes back into Greek as 
INA BANATWCOYCIN AYTON. 
In Acts in. 12 we have the following confusion 


WC HMWN TH IAlA AYNAMI H EYCEBIA 

TOYTO TIETTOIHKOTWN TOY TO TTEPITTATEIN AYTO 
QVASI NOS NOSTRA PROPRIA VIRTVTE AVT PIETATE 
HOC FECERIMVS VT AMBVLET HIC, 
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In order to resolve the confusion, observe that in iii. 19 the 
articular infinitive is rendered by the equation εἰς τό = ad hoc ut. 
Hence in the present case we have τοῦ περιπατεῖν rendered 
by hoc ut ambulet. 

Then the words are displaced, and the Greek is corrected until 
we get the Bezan sentence. 

Acts 111. 26, 

EN T ATTOC 
TPEMEIN EKACTOC EK TWN TIONHPIWN YMWN 


IN EO CVM ABERTATVR VNVSQVISQVE A NEQVITIIS SVIS, 


the Greek ἕκαστον has been changed so as to match the Latin 
unusquisque. 
With this error take the similar one, Acts xviii. 2, 


Ald TO TETAXENAI KAAYAIOC 
EO QVOD PRAECEPISSET CLAVDIVS. 


15. Translation of the subjunctive after οὐ μή. 

This very strong form of denial is rendered in the Latin by a 
future indicative: hence we shall find the subjunctive in Greek 
replaced by an indicative: e.g. 

Mark x. 15, 

OY MH Εἰ AYTHN ElceAeyceTal 
NON INTRAVIT IN ILLVM. 


10, Translation of a Greek infinitive by ut with the subjunc- 
tive: and converse case of a Latin infinitive for érze with the 
indicative. 

Mark v. 17, 

KAl TTAPEKAAOYN &YTON 
INA ATTEAOH 
ET ROGABANT EVM 
VT DISCEDERET, 
where we should read ἀπελθεῖν, if it were not for the Latin. 
Mark vi. 49 the original text seems to be 


 EAOZAN OT! PANTACMA ECTIN, 
and the Bezan Latin is 
PVTAVERVNT FANTASMA ESSE. 
Hence the Bezan Greek 


EAOZAN PANTACMA EINAI. 
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17. Changes of compound verbs to simple, and conversely, with 
a view to greater harmony between Greek and Latin. 
Matt. ix. 25, 
€AOWN EKPATHCEN 
VENIENS TENVIT. 
There is reason to believe the true reading to be εἰσελθών, 
but the translator rendered it by veniens, and a reviser erased the 
Greek prefix. 


Matt. x..25, 
BeAzeBoYA KAAOYCIN 
BELZEBVL VOCANT, 


where we ought to read ἐπεκάλεσαν. 
Matt. xvi. 23, 
O AE ETTICTPAMEIC EITTEN TW TIETPW, 
where we should have στραφείς, the Latin being 
QVI AVTEM CONVERSVS AIT PETRO. 


John iv. 45, 


€ZEAEZANTO AYTON ΟἹ γἼάὰλιλδιοι 
EXCEPERVNT EVM GALILAEI, 


the simple form ἐδέξαντο being not close enough in appearance to 
its Latin rendering. 


18. Confusion of the Vulgar Latin present with the future in 
the third person singular. 
In John xii. 25 we should read 
O PIAWN THN YYXHN ATTOAAYE! AYTHN 
for which the Latin is 


QVI AMAT ANIMAM SVAM PERDET EAM. 


Here perdet is a late form of the present tense; but it has the 
form of the Latin future: so we get ἀπολέσει written in the 
Greek. 

This confusion between the e and 7 vowels is very common 
both in the verb-endings and in the plurals of nouns, and has given 
rise to many variants in the Latin and by reflection from the Latin 
text to the Greek. For instance in John vi, 56 
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O TPWTWN MOY THN CaPK&A * Kal TTEINWN MOY 
TO ἀιλλὰ . EN EMO! MENEI 


QVI EDET MEAM CARNEM ET VIBET MEVM 
SANGVEM IN ME MANET 


we have an apparent future in the Latin twice, and in Mark xiv. 21 


O MEN YIOC TOY ANOPwTTOY TrApadlAOTE 
FILIVS QVIDEM HOMINIS TRADETUR. 


But here there has been no reaction upon the Greek. 


19. Confusion between the two meanings of quam. 
The reviser of the Ms. had a prejudice in favour of regarding 
quam as a feminine form. Hence we find, Matt. x1, 22, 


ANEKTOTEPON ECTE * EN HMEPA KPEICEWC HN YMEl 
TOLERABILIVS ERIT * IN DIE IVDICIZ QVAM VOBIS, 


where ἢ has been changed to ἣν in the Greek. 
The same form occurs again in v. 24, 


20. Confusion between qui and quia. 
The scribe is constantly in peril of a confusion between these 
forms, especially when the word that follows begins with an a. 


Acts 11. 6, 
QVIAVDIEBANT VNVSQVISQVE. 


Here it should be quia: but the Latin was misunderstood, and 
then the Greek, instead of 


ΟΤΙ HKOYCEN €EIC EKACTOC, 
7 
becomes 
Kal HKOYON €IC EKACTOC. 


Notice at the same time the harmonization of the Greek and 
Latin verbs. 


Acts vii. 39, 
OT! OYK HOEAHCAN YTTHKOO! FENECOE 
CVI NOLVERVNT OBOEDIENTES ESSE, 
where cuz has been read as quia, and the correct reading ᾧ turned 
to ὅτι. 
Sometimes the scribe himself is aware of the danger his text 
is in, and he places a distinguishing point in the text: e.g. 
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Acts xiv. 27, 
KAl OT] HNYZE 
ET QVIA * APERVIT. 


The object of this point is, not to divide the sentence but to 
secure the reader or transcriber from reading it as qui aperuit. 
If the point had not been placed there we should probably have 
had a Greek variant 

KAl OC HNYZE. 


21. Cases where a false translation has been carried back from 
the Latin into the Greek. 


Matt. xv. 11, 


AKOYETAI KAl CYNIETE * OY TIAN TO EICEPXOMENO 
EIC TO CTOMA * KOINWNI TON ANOPWTTON 


is the equivalent of 


AVDITE ET INTELLIGITE ὁ. NON OMNE QVOD INTRAT 
IN OS COMMVNICAT HOMINEM. 


Here two Greek words have evidently been confused, namely, 
Kowow and κοινωνέω; no doubt the true text is κοινοῖ, but whether 
because coinquinat (= coimcuinat) has been read as communicat, 
or because communicat actually had acquired the supplementary 
meaning of pollution, the Greek text has been reformed so as to 
give the normal equivalent of communicat. 

The same mistake will be found in »v. 20. 

In a similar manner when we find in Acts xxi. 28 

Kal EKOINWNHCEN TON AION ΤΟΙ͂ΟΝ TOYTON 


and 
ET COMMVNICAVIT SANCTVM LOCVM ΗΥ̓͂ΝΟ, 


we must substitute κεκοίνωκεν, or at all events the aorist ἐκοίνωσεν, 
for the text as given in the Beza Codex. The instance which we 
have been discussing was pointed out by Mill. 


22. Cases where the corrector has substituted in the Greek a 
more exact equivalent of the Latin, although the Latin translator 
had really done his best to render the word. 

Acts xix. 8, 


EICEAOWN AE O TIAYAOC EIC THN CYNATOPHN 
ΕΝ AYNAMEI MEPdAH ETTAPPHCIAZETO. 
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Here the Latin text is conflate ; 


CVM INTROISSET AVTEM PAVLVS IN SYNAGOGA 
CVM FIDVCIA MAGNA PALAM LOQVEBATVR. 


A reference to Mark vii. 32 will shew that palam loqui is 
an attempt to render παρρησιάζεσθαι: but cum fiducia magna 
loqw is another attempt at the same thing, and apparently the 
first translation: it has given rise to ἐν δυνάμει μεγάλῃ in the 
Greek. 

Another case where the conflation of two possible Latin render- 
ings has preduced a corresponding conflation in the Greek is 
Acts xx. 18. 

It should run 


WC AE TTAPETENONTO TIPOC AYTON 
ΕΙΤΤΕΝ TIPOC AYTOYC, 


the first line of which was rendered in two ways: 


AD VBI VENERVNT AD EVM 


and 
SIMVLQVE CVM ESSET (=ESSENT), 


and the Greek accordingly adds at the begining of the second 
line 
OMWC EONTWN AYTON. 
In Acts xxii. 23 the translator has had before him 
Kal KONIOPTON BAAAONTWN EIC TON δερὰ᾽ 


he rendered the last word ix caelum as it was perfectly right to do, 
caelum being the regular equivalent; and the corrector carried back 
the word into the Greek in a more exact form, and substituted 
οὐρανόν. ‘True, the Latin text is lost here, but the Greek tells its 
own tale. 


The converse correction will be found in Matt. xvi. 3, 
TTYPPazel [AP CTYFNAZWN O aHp. 
In Matt. xvii. 15, the words 
Kal KAKWC €EXEl 


would seem to be rightly translated by 


ET MALE PATITVR. 
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Must it not then be by reflex action that we find in Cod. D 
Kal KAKWC TTACXEl ? 
In Luke 11. 6 the text may be taken 
ETTAHCOHCAN Al HMEPAI, 
which the scribe rendered 
CONSVMMATI SVNT DIES; 


but conswmmati sunt would be more nearly the equivalent of 
ἐτελέσθησαν, which is placed in the Bezan text. A still stronger 
correction is made in verse 21, where we have συνετελέσθησαν. 

In Luke iv. 5 the translator rendered 


Tracac Tac BaciAElac 
THC OIKOYMENHC 
by 
OMNIA REGNA 
MVNDI, 


and then because κόσμος, forsooth, is the proper word for mundus, 
we have the Greek 


TOY KOCMOY. 


In Acts xvi. 34 the translator was obliged to use a periphrasis 
for πανοικεί and so he gave, properly enough, 


ET EXVLTABAT CVM TOTA DOMV SVA, 


and the Greek takes this up, and we have, instead of the original 
TAVOLKEL, 
KAl HTAAAIATO CYN TW OIKW AYTOY. 


In Mark iii. 5 the scribe had done his best to render πώρωσις 
by means of the verb emorior, which means not merely to die, but 
to become void of feeling (cf. Celsus v. 28. 14: clavus...saepe 
emoritur); but the reviser put the more exact equivalent νέκρωσις 
into the text: hence 

= €TT! TH NEKPWCEI THC KAPAIAC AYTWN 
SVPER EMORTVA CORDIS EORVM. 


In the very next verse he rendered συμβούλιον ἐδίδουν by 
consilium faciebant, and again the Greek was corrected, 


CYNBOYAION TIOIOYNTEC KAT AYTOY 
CONSILIVM FACIEBANT ADVERSVS EVM. 


= « 
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If in Mark iy. 21 the accepted reading is 
MHTI ερχετὰι O AYXNOC, 


then we must say that, by some confusion between accedo and 
accendo, the text of Cod. D has become: 


MHTI ATTTETAI O AYXNOC 
NVM QVID ACCENDITVR LVCERNA, 


where, however, we can hardly help feeling that the Beza text 
ought to be right. In any case the variants find their motive in 
the Latin. 


In Mark viii. 2 
TTPOCMENOYCIN MOI 
has been freely paraphrased by 
EX QVO HIC SVNT; 
and word for word it goes back into the Greek 
ΔΊΤΟ TIOTE WAE EICIN. 
In the very next verse, the translator gave 


DE LONGE VENERVNT, 


as translation of 
ATTO MAKPOOEN EICIN, 


and then εἰσίν is displaced by ἥκασιν. 


In Mark viii. 18 ἐμβάς is expanded for Latin readers to 


ASCENDIT IN NAVEM, 
and hence 
ENBAC EIC TO TIAOION. 


In Mark vi. 36, we find 


INA ATTEAOONTEC EIC TOYC EfficTa afpoyc 
VT EVNTES * IN PROXIMAS VILLAS. 


The translator rendered τοὺς κύκλῳ ἀγρούς by in proximas 
uillas: but proximas did not seem a near enough equivalent to 
the Greek, so the reviser has given us ἔγγιστα. 

In Mark vi. 39 the idiomatic συμπόσια, συμπόσια was trans- 
lated secundum contubernia ; and we have in the Bezan Greek 


KATA THN CYNTTOCIAN. 
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Mark vi. 47 gives us 


IN MEDIO MARE 
as the translation of a primitive 
ΕΝ MECW THC OdAdCCHC. 
Harmony is restored by reading, as in Cod. Bezae, 
ΕΝ MECH TH OdAAdCCH. 
Mark vii. 4 reads 
KAl ATT ἀγορὰς OTAN EADWCIN 
ET CVM VENERINT A FORO. 


It would seem that the Latin is the free rendermg of ἀπ᾽ 
ἀγορᾶς, and that the two last words in Greek are an addition for 
the sake of equivalence. But perhaps the added words are 
a gloss of some later hand, and not of the translator; in the 
Arabic Tatian Harmony we have a different explanation, viz. 
quod emptum est; 1.6. they wash what they buy from the market. 
It is clear that the abrupt az’ ἀγορᾶς puzzled the translators. 

In Mark x1. 32 the scribe translated 

OT! ONTWC TIPOPHTHC HN 
by 

QVIA VERE PROFETA ERAT, 
but a more exact equivalent of were was ἀληθῶς, which accordingly 
is put in the Greek. 

Acts iv. 21, the passage to be translated was 

MH €YPICKONTEC TO πως KOAACWNTAI AYTOYC, 
and the writer gave 

NIHIL INVENIENTES CAVSAM QVA PVNIRENT EOS, 
inserting causam just as the Coptic and Syriac versions do, 
in order to express the meaning more closely. Then αἰτίαν 
creeps into the Greek after εὑρίσκοντες. 

23. Omission of such words as ἡμέρα in the Greek descrip- 
tions of time. 

Acts xvi. 11, 

KAl TH €TTIOYCH EIC NEATTIOAIN, 


the proper Latin of which is 


ET SEQVENTI DIE NEAPOLIM ; 
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and now ἡμέρᾳ must be restored to the Greek, so that we have 
Kdl TH €TTIOYCH HMEPA EIC NEATTOAIN. 
Acts iv. 5, 
ΕΓΕΝΕΤΟ AE ETT! THN AYPION HMEPAN, 
where the word ἡμέραν has been brought in from the Latin 


CONTIGIT AVTEM IN CRASTINVM DIEM. 


Another way of removing the apparent inequality is to strike 
out diem in the Latin: we find in Acts iv. 8, 


KAl EBENTO EIC THPHCIN EIC THN ETTAYPION 


ET POSVERVNT IN ADSERTIONEM IN CRASTINV. 


Matt. xxvii. 15 


EWC THC CHMEPON HMEPAC 


for 
IN HOERNVM DIEM, 


where ἡμέρας is borrowed from the Latin. 
With these cases we may notice Mark vi. 2, where 


Kal TENOMENOY CABBATOY 


has been rendered 
ET DIE SABBATORVM, 


and hence the Greek becomes 
Kal HMEPA CABBATWN. 


With the foregoimg we may take the cases of translation of 
τῇ τρίτῃ ἡμέρᾳ and similar expressions. We shall find that 
the Latin translator renders such a term as τῇ τρίτῃ ἡμέρᾳ 
by post tres dies, or post tertuum diem. When, therefore, the 
reviser with his little Latin and less Greek goes over the text, he 
finds an apparent discord between the languages; although the 
translator meant by post tertuwm diem the third day after.. And 
so he corrects the Greek. 

Hence in Matt. xvi. 21 we have 


KAI META TPEIC HMEPAC ANACTHNAI 
ET POST TRES DIES RESVRGERE. 
Matt. xvi. 23, 


Kal META TPEIC HMEPAC ETEPOHCETAI 
ET POST TRES DIES RESVRGET. 


92 INTERACTION OF GREEK AND LATIN. 


Acts x. 40, 


TOYTON O OC ΗΓΕΙΡΕΝ META THN TPITHN HMEPAN 
HVNC DS SVSCITAVIT POST TERTIVM DIEVM. 


In all these cases the correct reading would seem to be esta- 
blished as τῇ τρίτῃ ἡμέρᾳ. 

The argument is, however, complicated by the fact that in 
Mark vii. 31 we find 

META TPEIC HMEPAC ANACTHNAI 
ET TERTIA DIE RESVRGERE, 

Here codices a k, which may be suspected to contain our most 
archaic Latin text, read post tertewm diem: so there has been, in all 
probability, a correction made on the Latin side. But the matter 
will require a closer enquiry, both in the Greek and Latin. 


24. Further cases of elliptical expression in the Greek, where 
the Latin text has proved a reactionary influence. 
In Acts xii, 22 the text should run 


€YPON AayelA TON IECCAI, 
which is rendered 
INVENI DAVID FILIVM IESSAE, 
the Latin language not favouring the omission of filius. Hence 
we have υἱόν carried over into the Greek 


EYPON AayelA TON YION I€ECCAI. 


In John xxi. 2, 


Kal ΟἹ TOY Ζεβελὰδιου 
becomes 
ET FILI ZEBEDAEI, 


and so the Greek replaces τοῦ by υἱοί. 


25. Confusion between ἄλλα and ἀλλά. 

If we turn to Matt. xx. 28 we shall see that the translator 
or reviser does not always feel sure about his Greek, where ἀλλὰ 
and ἄλλα could be confounded one with the other; for he renders 


ΟΥ̓Κ ΕΟΤΙΝ EMON TOYTO AOYNAI 
ἄλλοι HTOIMACTAI 

NON EST MEVM DARE 
ALUS PRAEPARATVM EST, 


la 2a 
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and we may very well ask whether there is any case of reflection 
upon the Greek text from such misunderstandings in the Latin. 
Let us look at John vi. 23; probably the original was 


ἀλλὰ HAOEN παλοιδριὰ, 
but here ἀλλὰ was read as ἄλλα and rendered 
ALIAE NAVICVLAE VENERVNT; 


and then, to prevent any further mistake or misunderstanding in 


the Greek, the text is changed to 


dAAWN TIAOIAPEIWN εἼελθοντων.: 


26. Translator’s use of tune for καί. 

The translator has often avoided the monotony of the sentences 
connected by καὶ, by using tunc as a substitute, with the ultimate 
effect either of displacing καὶ by τότε, or, at all events, of pushing 
τότε into the Greek text: 

e.g. Mark 1. 36, 

KAl KATEAIWZAN AYTON 

ΤΟΤΕ CIMWN Kal Οἱ MET AYTOY 

ET CONSECVII SVNT EVM 

TVNC SIMON ET QVI CVM EO ERANT. 

Here tunc has got into the Greek in the second line, and hence 
we have both readings in Greek and Latin. 

Mark ix. 35, 

TOTE KABICAC EPWNHCEN TOYC - IB « 
TVNC CONSEDIT ET VOCAVIT + XII +, 


where τότε stands for a primitive καί. 


Mark xiv. 27 is a similar case, 


ΤΟΤΕ λέγει AYTOIC O IHC, 
and the same thing occurs in Mark xiv. 34. 
We shall now pass on to give a series of similar Latinizations 
which do not so readily admit of being grouped together. 


CHAPTER X. 


FURTHER CASES OF LATINIZATION. 


THE previous chapter contains a spicilegium of the cases of 
Latinization which occur in the Codex Bezae. A few further 
instances are to be given which do not so readily admit of 
classification. 

In Matt. v. 24 the Bezan reading is 


Kal TOTE EAOWN 
TIPOCdeEpEIC TO AWPON COY, 
where προσφέρεις for πρόσφερε is due to the spelling of the 
Latin: 
ET TVNC VENIENS 
OFFERES MVNVS TVVM. 
This case was pointed out by Wetstein. 
Matt. v. 40, 
KAl O BEAWN CO! KPIOHNAI 
KAl TON χειτωνὰ COY AdBEIN 


QVI VOLVERIT IVDICIO CONGREDI 
ET TVNICAM TVAM ACCIPERE : 


upon which Middleton remarks (p. 481) “This has strongly the 
appearance of being a rendering from qui uoluerit (i.e. ὁ θέλων for 
τῷ θέλοντι) by some one who did not look forward to the end of 
the sentence.” 
In Matt. v. 46, : 
TINA MEICOON εξετὰι 
QVAM MERCEDEM HABEBETIS. 


Here habebetis is apparently a dittograph for habetis, but it has 


been read as a future; and the Greek altered to correspond. Of 
the change in the Greek there seems no doubt; there is, however, 
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some reason for believing that the Latin error is not palaeo- 
graphical, but belongs to the dialect of the translator, who used a 
reduplicative form of the verb habeo. We shall return to this 
point later on. 
A curious case which seems to be traceable to Latinization is 

Matt. ix. 20, 

Kal IAOY FYNH διλορροογσὰ AWAEKA ETH 

ET ECCE MVLIER FLVXVM SANGVINIS HABENS XII ANNIS. 


Here flucewm sanguinis habens is the equivalent of αἱμορροοῦσα. 
Knowing what we do of the mode of structure and reformation of 
the Greek text, we feel sure that habens would in time be carried 
over as Sue. But if it were, it would certainly be attached to 


δώδεκα ἔτη, and then we should not be surprised at ὑπ reading 
which we find in Codex L, 


δώδεκα ἔτη ἔχουσα ἐν TH ἀσθενείᾳ. 
This reading is not in our MS, though Stephen refers it to β: 


he often confounds Codices D and L. But it seems to be an error 
of the same kind as those which we are studying. 
Matt. x. 30, 
YMWN AE KAI Al TPIXEC THC KEMAAHC, 
SED ET CAPILLI CAPITIS VESTRI, 
has been corrected by carrying ὑμῶν to the end of the sentence 
and translating sed et by ἀλλὰ καί. 
Hence 
ἀλλὰ KAI Al TPIXEC THC KEPAAHC YMWN. 
In Matt. xi. 29 the correct text would seem to be 
EKPIZWCHTE AMA AYTOIC TON CITON, 
which is very well rendered 
ERADICETIS SIMVL ET TRITICVM CYM EIS. 


This goes back to the Greek as 
EKPIZWCHTE AMA KAI TON CEITON CYN AYTOIC. 


In the same chapter the translator has twice to find a proper 
translation for ὅσα. 

In Matt. xiii. 44 he renders ὅσα ἔχει very well by omnia quae 
habet; and the Greek takes up the added word and appears as 


TTANTA OCA EXEl, 
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In v. 46 he rendered ὅσα εἶχεν by 


QVAE HABEBAT, 
and this time the Greek is corrected to 


ATTEAOWN ETTWAHCEN ἃ ELXEN. 


In Matt. xiii. 48 
HN OTE ETTAHPWOH * ANEBIBACANTEC 
has been rendered 


CVM AVTEM INPLETA FVERIT + EDVCENT EAM, 
and then the Greek changes to the Beza reading 
ΟΤΕ A€ ETTAHPWOH - ANEBIBACAN AYTHN. 


In Matt. xviii. 9 the translator, with pardonable freedom, has 
prefaced a new clause by the word simaliter, 


SIMILITER - ET SI OCVLVS TVVS . SCANDALIZAT TE, 


and an attempt has been made to render the added word by the 
prefixing of τὸ αὐτὸ to the Greek 


TO AYTO El KAI O OPOAAMOC COY CKANAAAIZE! CE. 


In Matt. xviii. 22, 


oy A€fa COI EWC ETTTAKIC 
ἀλλ EWC EBAOMHKONTAKIC ETTTAKIC 


NON DICO TIBI SEPTIES 
SED SEPTVAGIES SEPTIES. 


Here the African Latin usage is perfectly correct; as we may 
see from Capella, vil. ὃ 737, “sexies septuagesies dipondius facit 
quadringentos trigies dipondius.” But the Greek text had ἑπτὰ 
for ἑπτάκις in the second line, the Latin usage being to say 
“seventy times seven times,” and the Greek “seventy times seven.” 
The reviser, then, seeing that septies in one line stood for ἑπτάκις 
and in the next for ἑπτά, has corrected the Greek text to the form 
in which we have given it above. 

In Matt. xix. 28 

KABICECHE KAI AYTOI 
has been made into 

KABICECBHE KAI YMEIC 
because the Latin, properly enough, had given 


SEDEBITIS ET VOS. 
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In Matt. xx. 17 I suspect the true text to be 
MEAAWN AE ANABAINEIN O IHC. 


To translate this exactly would have required a participial 
periphrasis; hence the Latin 


ET ASCENDENS IHS HIEROSOLYMA, 


from which the Greek 


KAl ANABAINWN ὁ THC. 
In Matt. 11. 9 it seems as if in rendering 


ETTANW OY HN TO TTAIAION 
by 
SVPRA PVERVM, 
which it must be allowed is not a very close translation, the way 
had been made for the Greek corrector to write 


ETTANG) TOY TIAIAIOY 


which is the Bezan reading. 


A few verses on there is another instance where the scribe 
had to render the words τὸ παιδίον several times ; he gave puer as 
the equivalent, but in these cases, Matt. 1.13, 14, 20, the corrector 
substituted in the Greek the more exact equivalent τὸν παῖδα. 

In Matt. xv. 9, 

TIOPPW ἀπέχει ATT EMOY 
was rendered 
LONGE EST A ME, 


with the result that ἐστίν displaces ἀπέχει in the Greek. 


In Matt. xv. 27, 
KAl FAP TA KYNAPIA 
ECBIOYCIN ATTO TWN YEIXWN, 


where the Latin is 
ET CANIS ENIM 
EDENT DE MICIS, 


the plural verb in Greek has been produced by the parallel Latin 
verb in the corresponding line. 
In Matt. x. 42 we have a case where the Latin translator 


CHE: 7 
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has translated ψυχρὸν by aqua frigida, with the effect of forcing 
back agua on the Greek text?. 


TTOTHPION YAATOC YYXPOY * EIC ONOMA MABHTOY 
CALICEM AQVAE FRIGIDAE IN NOMINE DISCIPVLI. 


In Luke xiii. 35 the translator seems to have used a little 
freedom in rendering ἕως εἴπητε, by 


DONEC VENIAT VT DICATIS, 


and the Greek becomes 
EWC HZEl 
OTE ΕἸΠΕ: 
In Luke xii. 51 he rendered δοῦναι εἰρήνην by pacem facere : 
and the Bezan Greek shews 


AOKEITE OT! ΕἸΡΉΝΗΝ TIAPEFENOMHN 
TTOIHCAI. 


In Acts xii. 15 we have the passage 


o1 Ae EAEFON TIPOC AYTHN 
O apfeAOc ayTOY ECTIN 


prettily translated by 


QVI AVTEM DIXERVNT AD EAM 
FORSITAM ANGELVS EIVS EST. 


And forsitan goes back into the Greek as τυχόν. 
Bearing in mind the equivalence between these two words 
in the translator’s or reviser’s mind, we can explain Luke xx. 18 
TYXON TOYTON 
ENTPATTHCONTAI 
FORSITAM HVNC 
REVEREBVNTVR. 


The Greek should read ἔσως, but the other was the reviser’s 
word. 


In Acts 111. 22, 


EK TWN AAEADWN HMWN 
WC EMOY AYTOY AKOYCECOHAI 


DE FRATRIBVS VESTRIS 
TAMQVAM ME IPSVM AVDIETIS. 


1 Wetstein, Proleg. p. 32. 
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Here the Latin is perfectly correct, if we place a point 
between me and ipsum; but the reviser has run the two words 
together, and corrected the Greek from ὡς ἐμέ αὐτοῦ to ὡς ἐμοῦ 
αὐτοῦ; 1.e. “you shall hear him as if it were myself.” 

It is instructive to notice that in c. vu. 37, where the same 
quotation occurs, the text has been fortified against misunder- 
standing by a point as well as by the line-division, and we have 


DE FRATRIBVS VESTRIS TAMQVAM ME- 
IPSVM AVDIETIS, 


and no error in the Greek. 
In Matt. xxv. 10, where the Greek 


ATTEPYOMENWN AE AYTWN AfOPAacal 


has been translated by 
CVM VADVNT EMERE, 


a corrector has concluded that a more exact equivalent of the 


Latin would be 
€WC YTIAPOYCIN Afopacal. 


In Matt. xxvii. 65 and 66, 


myAakac and META TWN φυλάκων 


stand for 
KOYCTWAIAN and META THC KOYCTWAIAC 


because the Latin is 
CVSTODES and CVM CVSTODIBVS. 
In Luke viii. 30 the text probably stood 
πολλὰ Γὰρ EICHAGEN EIC AYTON AAIMONIA, 
which, no doubt, was rendered 
MVLTA ENIM INIERANT DAEMONIA. 


But enim inierant easily became enim erant, and then the 
Greek was corrected to 


πολλὰ FAP HCAN AAIMONIA. 


In Luke xxiv. 44 the translator had nothing in Latin to 
answer to the Greek ὧν, and of course he paraphrased 
2 ΕΤΙ WN CYN YMIN 
into 
CVM ESSEM VOBISCVM, 
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The Bezan Greek now stands 


ΕΝ ὦ HMHN CYN YMEIN. 


In Matt. xxvii. 19, 


MABHTEYCATE TIANTA TA EONH 
BATTTICANTEC AYTOYC 


DOCETE OMNES GENTES 
BAPTIZANTES EOS, 
we might maintain that βαπτίσαντες was rightly translated by 
baptizantes: but it may be suggested on the other hand, m view 
of the occurrence of βαπτίζοντες in all other copies except the 
Vatican Codex, that the Greek reading (for the Latin is certainly 
right) is due to assonance. 
In Mark i. 10 the scribe had to render 


ΕΙΔΕΝ CXIZOMENOYC TOYC OYPaNoYcC, 
for which he gave 
VIDIT APERTOS CAELOS. 
Hence the Greek ἠνυγμένους. 


In Mark i. 16, 


AMPIBAAAONTAC EN TH OAAACCH 
would naturally be rendered 


MITTENTES RETE IN MARE, 


The elliptical Greek is brought to order by inserting τὰ δίκτυα 
over against the Vulgar Latin retias. (Note that the Vulgar 
Latin turned the neuter plurals into feminine singulars; thus in 
the present case the word for ‘a net’ is not rete but retia. A good 
deal of confusion arises from this peculiarity.) This is not a case 
of assimilation to Matthew βάλλοντας ἀμφίβληστρον, but, even 
if it were, the Latinization remains, for ἀμφίβληστρον has been 
replaced by ta δίκτυα, which must be under the influence of the 
form retia. 

In Mark v. 15 the translator rendered τὸν δαιμονιζόμενον 
by alum qui a daemonio uexabatur, and thence αὐτὸν has crept 
into the Greek : 

KAl BEWPOYCIN ayTO 
TON AAIMONIZOMENON 


ET VIDENT ILLVM 
QVI A DAEMONIO VEXABATVR, 
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The same mistake occurs in the next verse 


AYT TW AAIMONIZOMENW 
EI QVI DAEMONIO VEXAVATVR. 


In Mark vii. 5 ἐπερωτῶσιν αὐτὸν was rendered by interrogant 
eum...dicentes. It is no wonder, then, that we find λέγοντες 
thrust into the Greek. 

In Mark vii. 25, we find 


AKOYCACA TTEPI AYTOY 
VT AVDIIT DE EO, 


and so we have os prefixed to the Greek as an equivalent for wt. 
In Mark viii. 36, 
Tl Γὰρ WHEAHCE! TON ANOPWTTON 


€AN KEPAHCH TON KOCMON OAON 


QVID ENIM PRODERIT HOMINI 
SI LVCRETVR VNIVERSVM ORBEM. 


Here κερδῆσαι has been replaced by ἐὰν κερδήσῃ on account of 
the rendering sz lucretur. 
Mark ix. 34, 


λιελεχθηοὰν 
TIC MIZWN ΓΕΝΗΤὰΙ AYTWN 


DISQVIREBANT 
QVIS ESSE ILLORVM MAIOR, 


where esse stands for esset. Then the words γένηται αὐτῶν are 
added to the Greek text. 


Mark x. 10, 


Ol MABHTAI AYTOY 
ἸΤΕΡΙ TOY ΔΥΤΟΥ λόγου 
ETTHPWTHCAN AYTON 
DISCIPVLI EIVS 
DE EODEM SERMONEM 
INTERROGAVERVNT EVM. 


Here de eodem sermone is a free translation of περὶ τούτου, 
and the Greek text has been corrected. 

Mark x. 12. The scribe paraphrased the participial con- 
struction 


Kal EAN AYTH ATTOAYCACA TON ANAPA AYTHC 
ἄλλον FAMHCH * MOLXATAI 


102 FURTHER CASES OF LATINIZATION. 


and translated 


ET SI MVLIER EXIET A VIRO 
ET ALIVM DVXERIT * MOECHATVR. 


This is intelligible enough in Latin; can the same be said of 
the reformed Greek ? 


KAl €AN [TYNH €ZEAOH ATTO TOY ANAPOC 
Kal ἄλλον [AMHCH * MO!LXATAL. 


Mark x. 16, 
KAl ENAPKAAICAMENOC AYTA 


has been misunderstood: the scribe was not quite at home with 
the word; in Mark ix. 36 he had given it as ἀνακλισάμενος : here 
he boldly assumes it to be a compound of καλέω, and renders it 


ET CONVOCANS EOS: 


then the Greek becomes 


Kal TTPOCKAAECAMENOC AYTA. 


Mark xiv. 1, the scribe found 


HN δε TO TIACXA KAI TA AZYMA. 


The two words πάσχα and ἄξυμα were equivalent to him: if 
ἄζυμα had stood alone we can guess what he would have done by 
a reference to Luke xxii. 7, where he found 


HAOEN AE H HMEPA TWN AZYMON, 


and rendered it 
VENIT AVTEM DIES PASCHAE, 


and the reviser went back and corrected the Greek text to 


HAOEN AE H HMEPA TOY TIACXA. 


In Mark, then, he had no need to translate ta afupa, and 
discarded it; and it is erased accordingly from the Greek. 


Mark xiv. 36, 


ΟΥ̓Χ Ο εγὼ θελὼ 
ἀλλ O CY θελειο, 


θέλεις has come from the Latin 


NON SICVT EGO VOLO 
SED SICVT TV BIS. 
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Mark xiv. 56, 
TTOAAO! FAP EyvEeyAOMAaPTYPOYN 
€AEFON KAT AYTOY 
MVLTI ENIM FALSVM TESTIMONIVM 
DICEBANT ADVERSVS EVM. 
Here ἔλεγον has merely come in to balance dicebant in the same 
line. 
Traces of a similar error may be found in the following verse. 
In Mark xvi. 11, 
Kal OYK ETTICTEYCAN dYTW, 
the Latin is missing: but it must have been 


ET NON CREDIDERVNT EI, 


where ev by the way is feminine, so that the Greek has been 
corrected : and there is no doubt the whole Latin sentence simply 
stands for the single Greek word 

HTTICTHCAN. 

The prefixed καὶ shews that ἀκούσαντες in the previous clause 
was rendered by audierunt et. 

In Luke v. 8, 

© A€ CIMWN TIPOCETTECEN AYTOY TOIC TIOCIN 
SIMON AVTEM PROCIDIT AD PEDES EIVS. 

Here the Greek should have γόνασιν for ποσίν, which is fairly 
translated by the Latin ad pedes. We see the Greek has been 
corrected. 

Sometimes, as in Acts 11. 17, the reviser’s correction can be 
seen to underlie an error of the text: we have 


Kal ΟἹ TTPECBYTEPO! ENYTTNIACOHCONTAI 
ET SENIORES SOMNIA SOMNIABVNT. 


Here the Greek had originally ἐνυπνίοις ἐνυπνιασθήσονται, 
which was rendered by somnia somniabunt ; but the reviser corrected 
the dative case of the Greek into the accusative of the Latin; and 
the ἐνύπνια dropped out as a dittograph of ἐνυπνιασθήσονται. 

In Acts i. 47, 


Kal EXONTEC XAPIN TIPOC OAON TON AQON, 


the translator gave 
ET HABENTES GRATIAM APVT TOTVM MVNDV, 
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much in the same way as a Frenchman would say tout le monde; 
and the revising hand has replaced λαόν by κόσμον. 
In Acts 111, 24, 
KAl TWN KATEZHC O EAAAHCEN 
is due to 


ET EORVM QVI ORDINE FVERVNT QVODQVOD LOCVTI SVNT, 


quotquot having been misspelt as is common throughout our text 
(t=d), and then read as quod ; accordingly ὅσοι disappears, giving 
place to 6. 


Acts v. 9, 
o Ae tretpoc [trpoc] ayTHN TI oT! 
CYNE@WNHOH YMEIN 
PETRVS VERO AD EAM QVID VTIQVE 
CONVENIT VOBIS, 
and συνεφώνησεν is substituted as a more exact equivalent of 
conuentt. This case was noticed by Mill. 


Acts vu. 1, 
€l TAYTA OYTWC EXE! 


was rendered 
SIC HAEC SIC HABENT. 


We have explained in a previous place the Vulgar Latin use 
of sic: ἔχει seemed to demand a singular, so we have 


El APA TOYTO OYTWC EXEl. 


Acts vu. 52, 


KAI ATTEKTEINAN AYTOYC 
TOYC TIPOKATAPFEAAONTAC 


ET OCCIDERVNT EOS 
QVI PRAENVNTIAVERVNT, 
where aytoyc has been put in to balance eos. 


Acts viii. 13, 
Kal BaTTITICOEIC HN 
KAl TTPOCKAPTEPWN 


ET BAPTIZATVS EST 

ET ADHEREBAT PHILIPPO, 
where ἦν has been taken with βαπτισθείς and so καὶ became 
necessary in the second line. 
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Acts xiv. 4, 
HN A€ ECXICMENON TO TIAHO0C 
- DIVISA AVTEM ERAT MVLTITVDO 


for ἐσχίσθη for the sake of parallelism. 
Note in the same verse the effect of rendering οἱ μὲν, of δὲ 
by αἰ. 
Kal ΟἹ MEN HCAN CYN TOIC 10YAAIOIC 
ἄλλοι AE CYN TOIC aTTOCTOAOIC 


ET ALIIT QVIDEM ERANT CVM IVDAEIS 
ALII VERO CVM APOSTOLIS. 


Acts xv. 26, 


BAPNABA KAI TAYAW ANOPWTTOIC 
TIAPAAEAWKACIN THN YYXHN AYTOON 
BARNABA ET PAVLO HOMINIBVS 

QVI TRADIDERVNT ANIM SVAM. 


The Latin shews the original to have been παραδεδωκόσιν 
which the reviser took to be the exact equivalent of tradiderunt, 
and made the necessary vocalic change. 


Acts xvi. 23, 
ΕΝ ὦ H [EfPAMMENON 


for 
ΕΝ ὦ ΕΠΕΓΕΓΡΑΤΤΟ, 


the Latin being 
IN QVA SCRIPTVM ERAT. 


Acts xix. 19, 
CYNENELKANTEC TAC BIBAOYC 
was rightly translated so as to bring out the force of σὺν by 
ADTVLERVNT ET LIBROS, 
and «ai is inserted against et in the Greek text. 
Acts xix. 30, 


ΟΥ̓Κ EIWN AYTON ΟἹ MAOHTAI 


was changed to 
Ol MABHTAI EKWAYON, 


the Latin being, however, 


DISCIPVLI NON SINEBANT. 
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The scribe had already translated the same verb in a different 
way: for in Acts xiv. 16 he had given sanauit ommes gentes as a 
rendering for εἴασεν πάντα τὰ ἔθνη, as if the word came from 
ἰάομαι. Now he avoids the difficulty by changing the words. 

Acts xx. 12, 


ἩΓΔΓΕΝ TON NEANICKON Ζωντὰ 
for 

HfAfEN TON TIAIAA ZWNTA 
because the word παῖδα had been rendered in the Latin, properly 
enough, as 

ADDVXERVNT IVBENEM VIVENTEM. 


Acts xx. 23; 


KATA TTOAIN 
having been rendered by 
PER SINGVLAS CIVITATES, 
an additional word seemed necessary in Greek: hence we have 


KATA TTACAN TIOAIN. 


A very complicated, but at the same time convincing case of 
reaction will be found in Acts xix. 29, 


Kal CYNEXYOH OAH H πόλι AICXYNHC 
ET REPLETA EST TOTA CIVITAS CONFVSIONEM. 


The Greek is impossible, and must be due to correction badly 
administered ; and the question is, how did the impossible reading 
αἰσχύνης arise? Evidently it has been put in to balance confusio- 
nem. Now that the words in question do correspond, from the 
point of view of our translation, may be seen from Luke xvi. 4, 
where αἰσχύνομαι is rendered confundor. Further, i Matt. xx. 
28, in the long interpolated section we have καὶ καταισχυνθήσῃ 
as the equivalent of et confondaris. Moreover, in Luke xiv. 9, we 
have μετ᾽ αἰσχύνης rendered by cum confusione, and in Luke ix, 
26, ὃς yap ἂν αἰπεσχύνθῃ (for ἐπαισχυνθῇ) με = qui enim confusus 
fuerit me. There is therefore no doubt about the origin of αἰσχύ- 
νης, and the Latinization of the passage is demonstrated. 

The next question is whether αἰσχύνης is a pure addition to 
the text, or whether it has displaced some other word? In favour 
of the latter hypothesis it may be urged that αἰσχύνης is in the 
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genetive ; this looks as if it had displaced some word in the same 
case. This could very well happen if the word συγχύσεως had 
stood in the text, its genetive case being dependent on a preceding 
ἐπλήσθη. The present Greek text may then be regarded as a 
mixture of two readings 

KAl CYNEXYOH OAH H TIOAIC 
and 

Kal ETTAHCOH OAH H TIOAIC ουὐγχγεεωοσ. 

We should then have to decide in some way between the two 
readings in the matter of priority. 

If, on the other hand, we hold αἰσχύνης to be a mere addition 
from the Latin, we must say that the genetive is due to the fact 
that ἐπλήσθη was also carried back, but subsequently displaced by 
the original reading συνεχύθη. The problem is a pretty one, 
especially in view of the early attestation of both the suggested 
primitive forms. Of one thing we may be certain, and that is that 
the Latin is all right as it stands, and needs no correction except 
the erasure of the final m. Moreover, we are certain of the Latin 
influence on the Greek as it now stands in the Bezan text. Con- 
cerning the other points at issue we prefer to reserve our opinion 
for the present. 

We have now verified completely the hypothesis to which our 
investigations of the Beza text led us, viz. that the Greek text has 
been thoroughly and persistently Latinized. We do not think it 
will be doubted, in view of the many Latin readings which we 
detect in the Greek, that the case is completely proved. It will 
not any longer suffice, to say that we prove consent but not 
corruption. When the equivalents of obsolete Latin forms turn 
up in the Greek, there is corruption; when Latin verses appear 
in a Greek dress, there has been Latin interpolation: and so 
we have a clear and convincing demonstration of conspiracy as 
against the old-fashioned hypothesis of concurrence. Griesbach’s 
hasty dismissal of the question must now be considered an un- 
happy blunder: and we must revise our critical methods accord- 
ingly. We have arrived at these results, without complicating 
the question by asking whether any important codices or any of 
our great editors were in the conspiracy: we need to be on our 
guard against the popular prejudices in favour of great names. 
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It is by this time clear that Dr Hort’s opinion, that the Latin of 
Cod. Bezae has been forced into agreement with the Greek, must 
be rejected: the force is in the majority of cases exactly in the 
opposite direction. Starting from the demonstration of Latinism 
in the Beza Greek, we must now enquire what Mss. have absorbed 
similar errors, and see how far their corrupted texts can be 
restored. And this is no slight task, and for the criticism of the 
New Testament it is of infinite moment. For the present we will 
simply say that the new light we have obtained will often shine 
into very dark corners. 

We shall presently return and study a little more closely the 
Vulgar Latin forms, from which we diverged in order to discuss 
the question of Latinization which those forms forced upon us. 


CHAPTER XI. 


GENEALOGICAL RELATIONS DEDUCIBLE FROM THE PREVIOUSLY 
DEMONSTRATED LATINIZING ERRORS. 


WE will now take a glance over the results already arrived at, 
to see how far they affect other New Testament texts. We 
do not, of course, assume that our judgment is final in regard to 
the development of error in each one of the passages quoted, but 
we simply say that our results have been tabulated as far as 
possible without prejudice, and with only an occasional reference 
to authorities other than D, whose character might be com- 
promised by the investigation. But, if there be any truth in 
our demonstration of the process of Latinization which has gone 
on in the Codex Bezae, we cannot stop at this pomt; we want to 
know whether any errors that we have. noted affect the whole 
Latin tradition, and whether they have spread beyond that tradi- 
tion. Now, in the nature of the case many of the errors referred 
to are short-lived; they only remain for a few generations, and 
some of them may have only the lifetime of a single copy. At 
the same time there are others which shew a remarkable per- 
sistence. For instance, to recur to a case previously referred to 
from Matthew v. 22, where we find qu pascitur for qui vrascitur ; 
we are almost sure that this error arose in a bilingual Codex, 
for it is the error of a bilingual scribe and is caused by the 
equivalence of a Latin p and a Greek p. Now we have pointed 
out that this error is in the Codex Claromontanus of Irenaeus, 
so that it may be said with confidence that it belongs to the 
translator of Irenaeus; but no translator would have invented 
such an extraordinary reading; it must therefore have had its 
equivalent in the Greek text of Irenaeus or have been current in 
the Latin Gospels of his translator. 
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It should be remembered that Codex k, which is generally 
taken to be an African version, shews the same reading. The 
bilingual error must, therefore, have been widely diffused. And 
do not let us assume that this error was absent from the textual 
ancestry of D. See 

Next consider the reading which we previously discussed 
from John xxi. 22, 23. The concurrence in error here brings 
together the texts Dd abe ff? g and the Vulgate with Ambrose 
and Jerome: the smaller group formed by Dd ff* and the Vulgate 
being perhaps a little nearer together than the rest. 

In Mark ix. 15, we have noted the concurrence of Dd be ff? ik 
with Tatian in the misreading and corresponding mistranslation 
of προστρέχοντες by προσχέροντες. 

In Luke xxiii. 53, we find Dd ὁ theb appropriating a Latin 
hexameter verse. 

In Mark v. 9’, all the Latins seem to support the first ἐστίν, 
the second is added by the company 


Dd B 69. 124. 238. 346 be fg'g’ tl gq υσ. 
In Mark vi. 3, εἰσίν is represented in 


Ddabcff'g gil ἡ ἢ. 
In Mark vii. 22, note the substantial concurrence of D da ὃ ci 
in the expression ex quo hic sunt. 
In Mark ix. 34, the Latin esset has been carried back into 
the Greek of D and 2”: and in a different form by 13, 69, 346. 
In Mark x. 27, the added ἐστίν is found in 


D al. pauc. abe f ff? k q vg. 


In Mark xiv. 36%, the addition of ἐστίν has Greek support 
in 13, 124, 346. 

In Luke viii. 25, the addition of ἐστίν seems to be in all 
codices except BNALX. 1, al.%. Is it the genuine reading ? 

In Luke 1. 784, either SBL have fallen under the influence of a 
Latin wisitabit, or D and most of the other texts have made the 
converse error by retranslating wisitawt. The Latin forms are 
to be regarded as equivalent and interchangeable. 


1 Cf. sup. p. 57. 2 p. 58. 8 ῬΟΘΙ: 4 p. 62. 
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In Matt. xv. 32’, the intrusive hanc is found in a number of 
Greek Mss. ; also in the following authorities 


[Ὁ] cf Lf?) σ᾽ me Hilary and Ambrose. 


In John xvii. 11, the eccentric conflation has influenced the 
copies"D d ace. 
In John viii. 26’, the intrusive article is found in 


Ddabff?lg¢. 
In John xiv. 30, the article appears in 


dabceff?gtqvg and 1. 346. 2° and others. 


In John xvii. 14, notice the agreement between D a c f q 
in the insertion of the article. 

In Mark viii. 2°, the addition of τούτου to the Greek finds 
a corresponding Latin in 


abef fr gig 
and the Greek is followed by L. The same addition may be seen 


in the Memphitic and Peshito Syriac. 
Matt. ix. 26%, the curious error of D is followed by 


711. 435. Ge al.2 and theb 


while the error itself assumes an underlying Greek text, which 
is found in 


NC 1. 33. 118. and me. 
Matt. xvii. 20° brings together for an astonishing reading 
Dd g. 


Acts v. 32, D is followed by Ε, 

John xii. 47, d and e agree in reading meorwm berborum’. 

Acts v. 3, D has the support of the Vulgate. 

Matt. x. 42° the Latin tradition is all for minimis. But note 
that Cod. 157 conflates the Greek τών μικρῶν with the translation 
from the Latin τῶν ἐλαχίστων. 

Matt. x1. 48, the same thing seems to be true for κάλλιστα. 

These two instances are of peculiar importance, in that they 
intimate the occurrence in the Latin either of an irregular trans- 


1 Cf. p. 65. 2 p. 66. 3 p. 67. 4 p. 68. 5 p. 69. 
6 p. 70. 7p. 71. ΒΕ 12, 
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lation of an adjective in the positive degree, or of the duplicated 
positive. 

The reader may confirm his faith in the existence of this 
duplicated form by comparing Matt. v. 39 in Cod. k, non resistere 
adversus nequam nequam; where nequam nequam represents nequis- 
simum; and is conclusive in favour of the masculine interpretation 
of malo. 

In Mark i. 38’, we have again a difficulty in the fact that 
ἐξῆλθον is only supported by NBCL 33. But our method would 
shew it to be right: for the other reading is explained. 

Mark xv. 14, ἔκραζον is supported by 


ADGKMPILI 1. 69. 346 and 25 others. 


Assimilation to the text of Matthew may have contributed to 
this ? 

In Luke viii. 27, we are again confronted with a dilemma 
between NBLE 1. 33. 151. 157 me reading ἐνεδύσατο and the 
other uncials and cursives supporting D and the Latin tradition. 
Again D would seem to be wrong. 

Matt. xvi. 26", the choice lies between 


NBL 1. 13. 22. 33. 61. 157: 346. y*" e fq me theb 


against the general Latin tradition and all the rest of the 
uncials &c. 

Mark x. 13. The right reading ἐπετίμησαν must be sought in 
NBCLA. 

Jobn xvii. 14, the reading of D (μισεῖν is followed by aeq and 
a group of cursives. 

Mark vi. 39, the reading ἀνακλιθῆναι is supported by NBG 
1. 13. 28. 69. 2°. al’: the rest of the company being with D. 

Matt. ix. 28°, D is supported in καὶ ἔρχεται by abe gh k. 

Matt. xi. 4, Cod. B alone of the uncial texts with 13. 124 
seems to have the original reading. 

Matt. xvi. 7*, we find the uncorrupted texts to be NB 13. 124. 
346. 

Matt. xx. 30, we have again the consensus in error of D and 
the Latins. 


1 p, 73. 2p, 74, 3p. 75. 4p. 76. 
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Matt. xxi. 6, D and the Latins have some support from the 
Sahidic and Syriac; but was not this to be expected in such 
a construction as participle and verb ? 

_ Matt. xxvi.51. Here again most of the Latins agree with D, 
and, as might have been expected, the Syriac versions. 

John vi. 11, D is supported in its error by Nabe q and the 
Syriac versions, which last ought perhaps not to be counted. 

John xii. 36’, D and the Latins are again together in the reso- 
lution of the participle and verb into two verbs. 

Luke v. 14, shews agreement again between D ὦ 6, other old 
Latins and the Vulgate. 

Luke xv. 23, D finds no support outside the Latin company and 
some versions. 

Mark iv. 36, the aberrant company is 


D 19. 28. 69. 346. 2°° bee ff? ὃ. 


Mark vii. 25, the inserted καὶ is given by DA, from the Latins. 

Mark x. 16°, D is accompanied by ὦ cff?k q. 

Mark x. 22, we have D in error with be ff*¢. 

Acts xiv. 21*, the Latinization has affected AEHP as well 
as D. 

Matt. xiii. 22, for σπειρόμενος D has the company of ac g! ff? k. 

Matt. xii. 24, σπείραντι is the reading of NBMXATI 13. 33. 346 
al”. Itissurely right ; and D, with the later uncials, has Latinized. 

Luke 11. 16, D is only supported, outside the Latins, by Cod. 61. 

And so we might continue our examination, but the results are 
sufficiently patent: we may say that the hypothesis of Latinization 
is shewn conclusively to be the right one for the explanation of the 
text, since so many readings of D are unsupported in Greek, while 
almost all are followed by the Latin. Next we see that occasionally 
whole battalions of later uncials take up the Latinized reading, 
while a small company remains faithful, usually including B. 

Amongst the codices which have occasionally Latinized will be 
found SLA, &c.; whether B has been entrapped in any cases 
into error is a question which must not be prejudged, and it almost 
requires a special and extended investigation; but it looks as if 


B had escaped. 
1 p. 76. 3. Ὁ. 77. 3 p. 78, 4p. 81. 
C. Β, 8 
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The majority of the Latin texts (perhaps all of them) are 
derivable from a common source, their concurrence in singular 
errors being inexplicable on any other hypothesis, but whether 
this source be European or African, Gallican or Roman, remains 
as yet uncertain. And this being the case, and the authority of 
D having, for the greater part, been reduced to that of d, the 
practical problem is, to restore the lost Western text in its prim- 
itive Vulgar Latin form, and to reason from the single form thus 
reached, as being the equivalent of a very early Greek MS. 

So extensively has the Greek text of Codex Bezae been 
modified by the process of Latinization that we can no longer 
regard D as a distinct authority apart from d. In the first 
instance it may have been such; or, on the other hand, it may 
have been the original from which the first Latin translation was 
made. But it is probably safest to regard D +d as representing 
a single bilingual tradition. The process of Latinization is not a 
late one consequent on the rapprochement in a bilingual codex 
of two texts, an old Western Greek and an old Western Latin. 
respectively; for this bilingual tradition goes back to the earliest 
times. It can be traced in Irenaeus, in the ancestry of NCL, and 
in the parentage of the Egyptian versions. Any residual diver- 
gences between D and d are due to unequal criticism of correcting 


hands. 


1 In Luke xvi. 26, d reads 
chaus magnum confirmatus est, 


where chaus came in through the loss of the repeated syllable in chasma magnum. 
In this error it is supported by bc f fil vulg. Ambrose, Hilary and Augustine. 
If this means anything, does it not mean a common Latin original for the 
Gospel of Luke in the authorities referred to? 


CHAPTER XII. 


SoME PHONETIC AND GRAMMATICAL PECULIARITIES OF THE 
BEZAN SCRIBE. 


1. On the local pronunciation of the initial letters JU. 

An examination of the Codex Bezae will shew the scribe’s 
pronunciation of these letters. We may expect, if he is a French 
scribe, to find a transitional pronunciation of the same kind as 
that by which the French language derived such a word as jusque 
from de usque: 1.6. we may expect that there was a predominance 
of the d sound over that of g. 

Turn to Acts xx. 19, where 


EN TAIC ETTIBOYAAIC TWN 10YAAIWN 
is rendered by 
EX INSIDIIS AD IVDAEIS. 

Here ad iudaers clearly stands for, and should be printed 
a diudaeis. 

The scribe writes diu for what we represent by ju, so that 
there was a consonantal sound to the initial letter, something like 
what we should render by dy. 

Next turn to Mark x. 21, 


ΕΚ NEOTHTOC MOY 
AD IVVENTVTE MEA. 


Here again we should print 


A DIVVENTVTE MEA}, 


1 Notice how the Vulgar Latin has again conserved something in its pronuncia- 
tion from the primitive form, if we may assume with Curtius, Gr. Htym. 230, that 
the root is the Sanskrit déva. 
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A similar case occurs in the Lyons Pentateuch where the 
scribe had to write the word Jebusaeorum ; he actually wrote 
Zebusaeorum, and those who have noted the interchange in the 
Old Latin texts of the forms zabulus and diabulus, baptizo and 
baptidio, exorcizo and exorcidio in MSs. will see what the archaic 
pronunciation of the word in question was. It could not have 
been = Yebusaeorum. 

We see the same thing in the Lyons Pentateuch in Lev. x. 7, 
where ἀπὸ τῆς θύρας τῆς σκηνῆς 15 translated 


ad ianua tabernaculi. 


Certainly the words should be divided so as to read a dianua. 

Under the same heading probably belongs the Bezan reading 
of zoswm for deorsum (sometimes written dioswm) in Acts xx. 9, 
and Cod. & (Matt. i. 12) dechonias for iechonias. 

2. On the pronunciation of the adjacent letters SR. 

We find ah for SR in proper names. For this change, 
which is what we should expect in a Latin MS., seeing that the 


Latins render Hzra by Esdras, and give Hasdrubal as the equi- 


valent of Azrubaal ys WY), our text furnishes a frequent illus- 
tration in the spelling of Jsrael. 

E.g. Matt. ix. 34, ev ἵσραηλ =in istrahel, but in x. 6, οἰκου 
εὐσραὴνλ = domus israhel. So in x. 28 (israhel). 

John xii. 14, του iorpand = istrahel. 

In Luke xxiv. 21, we again find the spelling israhel, otherwise 
generally the spelling is istrahel’, and in not a few cases the 
Greek imitates the Latin spelling. 

The case is important (1) as indicating a real phonetic difficulty 
amongst certain Latin-speaking peoples; (2) because the influence 
of the Latin text on the Greek appears not only in the Codex 
Bezae, but also in the famous Codex Vaticanus, and the spelling 
carries with it an intimation of the probable existence of Western 
readings in that text. 


1 On p. xlviii Scrivener says: “icrpand John xii. 13; Luke ii. 32, iv. 25; Mark 
xii. 29. torpandira Acts xiii. 16, xxi. 28 (but in the Latin istrahel in 26 other 
places, istrahelitae in 3 others.” Compare p. xliii: ‘‘istrahel ete, always except in 
Luke xxiv, 21,” There is some confusion here, 
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It is interesting to observe that this difficulty of pronouncing 
sr, and the insertion of ¢ between the discordant sounds, can often 
be traced in the Romance languages: e.g. the French ancétre is 
from antecessor, through anftelcessre; connattre, from cognoscere 
through conowstre; étre from essere by estre. It does not however 
seem that the modern Italians feel the difficulty so keenly as the 
ancient Latins and the French, for they give us a few such forms 
as sradicare sregolamento. 

3. On the so-called impure S, and the prefixed vowel that often 
attaches to τί. 

The initial s in Italian when followed by a consonant is usually 
called ‘simpure.’ It is so congenial a sound to the Italian language, 
that it has been extended by analogy to many words where it 
does not etymologically belong; but on the other hand I think we 
ought to recognize that, the further back we go in our study of the 
Italian language, the more likely are we to find that the forms 
with s impure are genuine forms derived from the archaic speech. 

For example, let us see what Scrivener says of the Codex 
Bezae?: 

Such forms as sconspectu Acts vii. 46, and yet more scoriscatio Matt. xxiv. 
27, scoruscus Luke xvii. 24, scorusco, xvii. 24 bis, xxiv. 4? (ἀστραπή and ἀστράπτω, 
but fulgur Matt. xxviii. 3, Luke x. 18) savour more of the initial impure s of 
the Italian, which plainly sprung from the Latin ez, e.g. sbarcare, scarnare. 

Now, leaving upon one side the question as to whether any 
cases of the Italian impure s can be conceivably traced to the 
Latin prefixes, let us ask whether it is not possible that after all 
the form scoruscus, which our MS. so decidedly affects, may not 
be archaic, and as good as the more usual coruscus. According 
to the authorities in philology, the word comes from an ancient 
reduplicated Sanskrit root, skar, which means to oscillate rapidly 
backward and forward, and hence to gleam, to dazzle: skar-skar, 
the reduplicated root, being easily worn to scorsco and scorusco, the 
middle s being thus a testimony to the ancient initial s which it 
duplicated 5, 

It appears then that the scribe who wrote the first copy of the 
Latin of Codex Bezae (for the peculiarity is evidently primitive, 


1p. xlv. 2 Query: add ix. 29. 
3 Vanicek, Etym. Worterbuch, p. 1246 (from Brugmann). 
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and similar forms have probably been weeded out in many places). 
was brought up in the use of Latin which, whether provincial or 
not, was marked by archaisms of speech. It would clearly be unfair 
to call these forms early French or early Italian. We may 
perhaps class them as Vulgar Latin without depreciating their 
antiquity. But, having noted this peculiarity once, let us point 
out a similar feature in the Greek of the great Vatican Codex 
(Cod. B). Twice in the last chapter of Matthew we find the 
scribe of B writing the word κουστωδία in the form σκουστωδία. 
The peculiarity is not noted by Tischendorf, but this is probably 
due to the fact that he did not pay attention to what he took 
to be a mere scribe’s blunder, if indeed he observed it at all. 
What shall we say of this word? it is clearly a Latin loan-word 
in the Greek text; its prefixed sibilant is certainly not a savour 
of an Italian impure s: it is at least doubtful whether the form 
is a reminiscence of a Latin Bible with which the scribe may 
have been familiar, although I can very well believe such a form 
would be hailed as a proof of the Western origin of Codex B. 
Obviously the real explanation is that σκουστωδία is an archaic 
form. It has been the fashion to refer custos and custodia to 
a root kudh=xev0-w, but it may be conjectured that the root 
had a prefixed spirant and is rather to be referred to sku, to 
cover, to hide, especially since we find the form preserved in 
the Latin scutum for the long shield which covers the body. 

Accordingly we have noted a second instance where the vulgar 
speech of the New Testament writers and their translators would 
seem to be archaic. I propose, therefore, to regard these spellings 
scoruscus and scustodia as belonging to the earliest current forms 
of the New Testament writers’. 

The other case quoted sconspectu is more difficult; we can 
scarcely assume that any such form as scon could have been 
current after Indo-germanic times: it must then be a vulgar 
form of speech ; and not, I think, the form of the scribe of Codex 
Bezae, but of some earlier scribe; for we shall see presently 


1 It is important to register all such peculiarities; suppose, for example, there 
should be reason to suspect that a Latin document underlay the closing verses of St 
Matthew’s Gospel, we should then read in xxvii. 65 not habetis custodiam but habete 
scustodiam. 
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that the Bezan scribe himself does not shew any fondness for 
the impure s. 

The question of course is, as to whether the existence of such 
forms connotes a peculiar locality: a problem which is not by any 
means confined to our Manuscript, but turns up constantly in the 
Vulgate and Italic texts. 

For example, in the very interesting discussion which occurred 
not long since in the pages of the Academy as to the origin 
of the Codex Amiatinus, it was stated by Dr Hamann that 
the scribe must either have been an Italian, or at any rate 
the text must have been taken from an Italian exemplar. For, 
said he, we are directed to Italy and to no other country by 
such forms as senes for senex, senia for xenra, optimantum, gugans, 
ancaius, uncart, sussaltastis, ammirata, quemmammodum, cluserunt, 
hostia, tophadius, agusto, ascultabant, clodum, adtractaverit, redemet, 
histriatarum, expendebat, scandescet, Spaniae, totum bell. wmpetu, 
im tantum arrogantiae tumore, incidemus in manu Der et non 
m manus hominum ete. 

Hamann’s assertion was met by Professor Sanday, who in an 
Appendix to the second volume of the Oxford Studia Biblica? 
discussed the instances in detail, and pointed out how ill-supported 
were Hamanu’s rapid generalisations. Dr Sanday further appealed 
for some fresh light on the subject of the Codex Bezae. “The 
form scandescet...in Sap. v. 23 has many analogies in that remark- 
able ms. Cod. Bezae....I1t were much to be wished that we knew 
where Cod. Bezae itself was written. The common view, as we 
have seen, assigns it to the South of France.” 

We have done our best in the earlier part of this book to 
prove that the Codex Bezae belongs to some place not far from 
the Rhéne Valley, and we hope that we have either settled the 
question or have made it easy for some one else to settle it. 
For our part, we take that for a fixed point of departure. And it 
is clear that with this for our starting point we have only to 
discriminate the forms which actually belong to the Bezan scribe 
from those forms which may have been imported into his text by 
genealogical transmission from earlier copies. 


11 quote from Studia Biblica, τι. Ὁ. 286. 
2 pp. 309 sqq. 
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Now, bearing in mind that the natural tendency of the French 
language is to get rid of the impure s by prefixing a vowel 
(e.g. Etienne, étable, espérer, école etc.), we must expect to find 
in our text cases of such a prefixed vowel; and we should be 
very much surprised if they were wholly absent from a writer 
who follows the pronunciation so closely in his writing. 

In Luke xviii. 32, we have 


iniuriabitur et espuent in eum. 
In Acts xvi. 19, 
quoniam ispes et reditus eorum. 


It appears from these instances that the scribe was averse 
to the initial combination of sp. How weak it was in French 
may be seen from the fact that in many cases the s wore away 
after the vowel had been prefixed, as, for instance, in épée from 
spada’. 

How then are we to explain the fact that a scribe who was 
averse to the combination of the letters sp was so tolerant 
of sc? 

We have suggested that one way out of the difficulty would 
be to defend the genuineness of the form scoruscus which we 
find in our text. It is a curious thing, however, that the modern 
Italian, with its extravagant fondness for words beginning with 
sc, does not use this stem except in the form coruscazione. Yet 
it must have been a popular form, at least, if not a genuine 
one: and if so, why does it not turn up in Italian ? 

But even if it be a genuine form we have still to explain 
the other word sconspectu. So that if such a form be thought 
impossible in Southern France, we have another reason for 
believing that the Latin archetype of Cod. D was brought from 
the other side of the Alps. 

Ronsch’ draws attention to the fact that the Codex Vercellen- 
sis has a parallel instance in Luke xxi. 31, ‘postulavit vos ut 


1 The prefixed ἢ or e before s is not assumed to be confined to France. Rénsch, 
Itala u. Vulgata, p. 467, gives instances of it from the Codex Fuldensis, which is 
supposed to be by the hand of Victor of Capua; from the Veronese Psalter, from 
Isidore and the Codex Toletanus ete., and one instance from Tertullian. We note 
also in Cod. Vercellensis, Mark ix. 20 ispumans. 

2 Τίαῖα τι. Vulg. p. 468. 
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scribraret tamquam triticum.’ Here D reads cerneret, and the 
Cod. Veronensis is illegible for the doubtful word, but it looks 
as if it were uentilet. Possibly scribraret is here the original 
translation. Is it conceivable that the impure s which we are 
discussing is an Africanism ? 

Upon the whole, we cannot say that we have as yet come to 
a clear understanding upon this question: but it may be more 
intelligible as our investigation proceeds. The fact is,we want to 
know something more definite about the relations of Codex Bezae 
and the Old-Latin codices. 

We may compare with what has been said above as to the 
obscuring of the s ¢mpurum in French, what Le Blant says on the 
subject from the stand-point of epigraphy’. 


Des vocables scala, ispiritus, Istephanus, ispes, ischola, istetit, ismaragdus, 
escripsit, istudiwm, nous avons fait: escalier, esprit, Etienne, esporr, ecole, été, 
émeraude, étude. 


Our results confirm his as to the form 18,65, at any rate, which 
cannot be regarded as a copyist’s blunder. Le Blant adds in a 
note to the following effect : 


D’aprés les rapprochements que l’on vient de voir, les mots éable, éang, 
estrade, espece, pine, époux, escabeau, escient, espace, épi, estomac, eat, érangler 
etc. me semblent montrer qu’en latin le vulgaire a dfi dire istabulum, istagnum, 
ispecies, ispina, sponsus, wscabellum, iscire, ispatium, tspica, istomachus, istatum, 
istrangulare. 


4. On the interchange of final M and NT in the Codex Bezae. 

We frequently find an equivalence between forms ending in 
m and those ending in nt: and though, at first sight, it seems 
as if we had to do with a merely palaeographic error (which 
certainly is likely enough in mss. like Codex Bezae and the Lyons 
Pentateuch, which write final nt in a single letter, by crossing 
the last stroke of the n), yet a closer examination convinces us 
that the error is phonetic, and that the final nasal sounds are 
subject to confusion. 

First let us look at some of the cases: then at the causes. 

We have Acts xi. 22, Barnabant for Barnabam. Acts xii. 16, 
eunt for ewm. 


1 Inscriptions chrétiennes de la Gaule, p. exviii. 
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Perhaps a similar case occurs in Acts xii. 47, 


ut sint in salutem usquae ad ultimum terrae, 


where we propose to correct sint into sim. 
Now turn to John xvii. 14, where we have 


et mundus odit eos quoniam non sum, 


where it is clear from the Greek that swm stands for sunt. We 
have already pointed out how this error has given rise to a remark- 
able conflation in John xvii. 11, where the Bezan text is supported 
wholly or in part by Codd. ace. 

Now this singular Latin error is explained at once by the 
dialectical forms of the Vulgar Latin, from which sprang the Italian 
sono, which is both first person singular and third person plural. 
Let us interrogate the Latin inscriptions and see where this 
tendency to equivalence shews itself. According to Sittl}, 

Auslautendes NT wird nur in Italien durch nasales M ersetzt: fecerum 
I. N. 2037 (Nola), 2775, 2824, 7197. Gruter, 686, 3 (Rom) Perret catac. de 
R. 5, 29, 68, Orelli-H. 7360 (Rom): convenerum Marini Atti t. 40, a 21 
(J. 218); comparaverum Fabretti 5, 11; emerum Bold. 53 Ὁ 6; poswerwm ib. 
381, 1; dedicarum Orelli 3740 (bei Lanuvium); comparabirwm und conmenda- 
berum Lupi p. 24 (Tibur J. 613). 

From these instances collected by Sittl we see the direction in 
which to look for the origin of the peculiarities which we noted 
in our text. They are certainly more Italian than French; and 
if this be so, then we again suspect that the text of Codex Bezae 
came to Lyons from the other side of the Alps’. 

I have not found any instance of this error in the Lyons 
Pentateuch. 

5. On the inflexional forms in the Codex Bezae. 

Let us now see how it stands with the noun-inflexions in our 
Codex : how do they answer to the Vulgar Latin ? 

We know that in the Vulgar Latin the neuters disappear, 


1 Die lokalen Verschiedenheiten, p. 70. 
2 There are two cases of the kind in Cod. k, viz. 
Matt. xiii. 54 stuperem for stuperent. 
xiv. 5 habebam for habebant. 
It is conceivable, in view of the many transcriptural blunders in /, that these 


are scribe’s errors; but on the other hand, they may merely be intimations that we 
are dealing with a real dialect, which was not French. 
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taking on masculine or feminine forms as the case may be: the 
neuter plurals in particular appearing as feminines of the first 
declension’. We are not then surprised to find that our text 
writes regularly the form retia: e.g. John xxi. 6, retiam: v. 8, 
retiam piscium: v. 11, non est scissa retia, and so in many other 
places. After a while this singular form will develop its own 
plural as a feminine noun; though not necessarily the classical 
plural; for the study of the Romance languages shews us that the 
formation of a plural by the addition of s becomes soon a rule, as 
it must have been in the earliest times of Latin speech; what 
constitutes the motive for this apparent reversion to type is more 
difficult to see; 1t may be the influence of the oblique case; it is 
however certain that in the Provencal the plural of such a word 
as corona is coronas, while the Old French gives corone corones : 
thus we find an s established at a very early period indeed in 
French *. 

We shall expect then to find traces of neuter plurals which 
give rise to feminine plurals, and of feminine plurals which are 
made by the addition of s. 

For instance, in John 111. 20, we have 


ut non arguantur operas eius de luce. 


Here we have opera turned to a feminine, and the new plural 
formed in Vulgar Latin fashion. 
Again, in Acts 11. 17, we have 


et prophetabunt fili eorum 
et filias eorum. 


This s does not appear in modern Italian, but it is in the 
Spanish and the French. Probably we may say in our case that 
the form is South-Gallic. But it might just as well be Spanish ; 
and indeed we need to know a great deal more about the varia- 
tions of the Vulgar Latin before we speak with decision on such a 
point. 


1 Thus in the Lyons Pent. we have castrae (dat.) and castra (abl.); and for crus 
we find crura. 

* Schwan, Altfranzdsische Gramm. p. 90, refers this final s to the influence of 
analogy, ‘“‘nach Analogie der Feminine der lat. iii. Decl, haben auch die Fem. der 
lat. i. Decl. in Nom. Plur. ein s erhalten.” 
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Having shewn, then, that our MS. sometimes gives us the 
Vulgar Latin form of the feminine plural of nouns ending in a; 
let us ask whether there is any similar phenomenon with regard 
to mase. nouns with ὁ stems. Here the early Latin form seems to 
have been for the plural to end in oe and e, which was probably a 
survival from oes and es: but all the words which occur in litera- 
ture make the plural in 7 Nor does it seem that in the Old 
French a plural form in s is developed; thus livre and not livres is 
the Old French for the Latin libri. 

There is one case in our MS. which seems to involve such an 
splural. In Acts xi. 21, 


πολγο TE AplOMOC THICTEYCAC 
ETTECTPEWEN ETT TON KN 

MVLTISQVE NVMERIS CVM CREDIDISSENT 
REVERSI SVNT AD DNM. 


Here the verbs shew that the singular number of the Greek 
has been replaced by a plural: we must then either say that 
multis numeris is @ nominative plural, or that it is an unfortunate 
attempt to render the construction known as the ablative absolute, 
which was never completed on account of the difficulty with the 
verb ; the latter would seem to be the correct explanation. 

Now let us turn to the oblique cases; we find in the Vulgar 
Latin that the accusatiwe and ablative very early exchange forms 
and functions; because, for example, as soon as the final m of an 
accusative singular ceases to be sounded, the forms of the two 
cases are usually phonetically equivalent. 

Hence, for example, the form dono dedit is really only the 
phonetic weakening of donum dedit. May we say then that in 
our MS. in Acts xiii, 22 the rendering 

ω ΚΑΙ EITTEN MAPTYPHCAC 
CVI ETIAM DIXIT TESTIMONIO, 


conveys an accusative form under an ablative dress? If any one 
doubts the phonetic equivalence in our scribe’s dialect of two such 
cases as testumoniwm and testimonio, let him look at Luke x. 4 
where he will actually find sacellum written sacellu; Matt. xxvii. 
51 a susu usque deorsum; and at Luke xvii. 24 where we have 
sub caelu for sub caelum; and let him notice the innumerable cases 
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where the accusative and ablative are interchanged, such as 
Acts xvi. 25, 


circa mediam uero nocte, 


Acts v. 15, 
ab omnem ualetudinem, 
Acts v. 26, 
cum uim, 
ete. ete.’ 


The Lyons Pentateuch shews the same weakness in the final 
letter: we have dece deaxtru eu lignu noue qua regnu sempiternu 
signu su. 

One consequence of this practical equivalence of the cases 
would seem to have been the free use of an accusative absolute, 
which some people consider to be an Africanism. The combination 
of the two cases makes the oblique case of the Old French, the 
genetive and dative being replaced gradually by the use of prepo- 
sitions. 

Before leaving the consideration of the accusative case, it may 
be proper to point out that the MS. occasionally shews traces of 
an accusative plural formed simply by the addition of an s to 
the singular, just as it must have been in the earliest period of 
the Latin language, when, for instance, the plural of navem was 
navem + 8 = naves. 

I have noticed in Codex & in Matt. xii. 4 the curious case 
panems propositions: and there are one or two things in the 
Codex Bezae that point to a similar recurrence of the ancient 
usage. or instance, in Acts xiv. 17, 

Ξ benefaciens de caelo uobis 


imbrens dans et tempora fructifera 
implens ciuo et iucunditate. 


Here wmbrens stands for an accusative plural. It may, however, 
be said that this is only a palaeographic assimilation to neighbour- 
ing words in the adjacent lines. 


1 The weakness of the final m may be seen by studying such a form as decem 
which shews no final consonant in Greek, nor in Vulgar Latin: e.g. John vi. 70 
nonne ego uos duodeci elegi; Matt. xviii. 21 dece milium denariorum; Luke xiv. 31 
in dece milibus; Luke xix. 16 dece mnas. In these last instances, however, the 
final letter was represented in the beginning of the next word. In Matt. xvi. 10 we 
have septe panes where m is lost in the closely related letter which follows. 
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But this explanation will not do for the following cases in the 
Bezan text. 

John vii. 45, 

nemo misit in illum manums. 
Mark iii. 15, 
et dedit illis potestatem 
curandi waletudinems. 

Leaving then the oblique case, let us come to the genetive 
case which is replaced in Vulgar Latin by the preposition de. We 
find a number of instances of this usage, and of the similar usage 
of ex, in our MS. of which the following are perhaps the most 
remarkable. 

In Luke xi. 1, 

EITTEN TIC TWN MABHTWN ayToYy 
DIXIT QVIDAM DE DISCIPVLIS EIVS. 
Luke xi. 10, 
EN MIA TWN CYNAPWPWN 
IN VNA DE SYNAGOGIS. 
Acts x. 25, 
€IC TWN AOYAWN 
VNVS EX SERVIS. 
Acts xxi. 39, 


ΕΝ TAPpCG) AE THC KIAIKIAC 
N 
TARSESIS EX CILICIAE, 


and perhaps Acts 11. 30, 


ΕΚ KAPTTOY THC κὰἀρλιὰς AYTOY 
DE FRVCTVM DE PRAECORDIA EIVS. 


It is important that all these forms should be registered and 
classified, as they furnish new and valuable material for Romance 
philology, and add to the knowledge which has been derived from 
the study of inscriptions. I do not see anything in our results, 
however, that is in conflict with epigraphic conclusions. A refer- 
ence to Le Blant, Inscriptions chrétiennes de la Gaule (p. exvi) will 
shew the following summary : 

Dés le vi’ siécle, le frangais peut se pressentir. Le trouble qu’apporte la 
confusion du cas fait apparaitre, ἃ cette époque, la préposition, Varticle de 


notre langue sans flexions. Au lieu de minister templi on dit déji minester de 
tempulo; pour membra duorum fratrum wn marbre porte membra ad duos 
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fratres, forme qui subsiste dans notre parler vulgaire, pour indiquer le rapport 
de possession. Notre pronom quwi, invariable aux deux genres, se montre, dés 
431, sur l’épitaphe d’une religieuse...._ D’ispiritus, que on entend encore aux 
offices de villages, viendra esprit. Adutare oftre la suppression qui nous donnera 
le verbe aider. és le ν᾿ sitcle santa prépare le mot sainte. Le g de triginta 
s’oblitére et nos peres disaient ¢rienta comme, plus tard, nous écrirons trente. 
Déja, pour eux tanto, comme pour nous le mot tant, indiqua un nombre indé- 
terminé?. 

Just as the cases in Vulgar Latin disappear, or almost dis- 
appear, so we find the declensions of the nouns to simplify: the 
earliest step towards this is the resolution of the so-called fourth 
and fifth declensions into forms that can be classified with the 
others, from which indeed they must have been primitively 
evolved. Thus we may expect. to find dies turn into dieus, as in 
Acts x. 40, 


hune ds suscitauit post tertium dieum. 


And in the case of nouns from the so-called fourth declension, 
the transference to the second frequently causes a change of 
gender; e.g. 

Luke ix. 4, 

in quemcumque domum. 


Luke xxii. 21, 
ecce manus qui tradet, 
unless gue tradet should be the simple translation of παρα- 
διδόντος, or gut has ceased to be inflected. 
Acts 11. 11, 
in porticum qui uocatur Solomonis. 

6. Pronominal and adverbial enclisis in the Vulgar Latin. 

An examination of the Romance languages will shew many 
cases of the enclitic use of pronouns and adverbs; and it becomes 
a matter of interest to examine whether any of these occur 
in our text. Let us take for mstance the adverb ibi: this 
becomes in French 7f and finally y: but in Italian it is used 
enclitically in the form v7. Suppose then we find in John xii. 2 


et fecerunt ei cenam bi, 


may we not regard the word as used enclitically, and far gone in 
the process of decline ? 


Our ΜΒ. shews tempula (Acts xix. 24), santi (Acts iv. 30), ete. 
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And is not the same thing discernible in the following cases of 

suffixed pronouns ? 

Matt. ix. 19. seguebatur um. 

Matt. xix. 21. et went sequerem. 

Mark vi. 26. noluit am contristare. 

Luke xi. 9. dabite for dabit ei. 

Luke xiii. 7. praecideam. 

Luke xiv. 12. et ali reinuitente. 

Luke xxiii. 39. wnus autem de malignis blasphemabat um. 

3 John 15. salutante amici. 


7. Phonetic Variations in the Verb-Forms. 

We must now say a few words about the confusion in the 
verb-forms: we have already pointed out that in the archetype of 
our copy there was a confusion between swm and sunt just as 
in modern Italian. It is probable then that we shall find some 
other cases of confusion between the nasal terminations. 

One common case is the writing of the singular for the 
plural: e.g. 

Acts vil. 57. exclamasset for exclamassent. 
Acts xiii. 27. habitabat for habitabant. 


Acts xx. 18. esset for essent. 
Acts xxi. 21. ctreumcidat for circwmcidant. 


Perhaps we may add Acts xvi. 27, 


NOMIZWN EKTTEPEYCTENAI TOYC AECMIOYC 
EXISTIMANS EFFVGISSET CVSTODIAS, 
in which case custodias would be the nominative plural; but may 
it not rather be that effugisset is meant for the infinitive ? 
Remark also 
Matt. xvii. 14. wendsset for wenrssent, 
where the variation has affected the Greek. 
John xx. 25, dicebat ergo illi alii discipuli, 
where » has been superscribed. 
Mark vi. 1. et sequebatur illum discipuli eius, 


where has been superscribed. 


There are a number of instances of this confusion in the text 
of the Lyons Pentateuch. 

Another important change of which our ms. shews frequent 
traces is the substitution of the e vowel for 7, especially in the 
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third person singular; and since we sometimes find the opposite 
error, we must assume the sounds to have been nearly equivalent. 
The ms. is full of such exchanges (e.g. Matt. 111. 9, putetes = putetis ; 
iv. 5, suscepit = suscipit ; v. 28, omnes = omnis ; v. 384, sedis = sedes ; 
ΧΙ. 13, omnes =ommis ; ΧΙ]. 24, potestes = potestis etc. etc.). In this 
respect it is very like the Lyons Pentateuch, which has scores 
of such confusions}. 

The result of these errors is apparent in the language and 
in the particular texts where they occur; in the language because 
there is produced an approximation between a number of present 
tenses to the future tenses, which assimilation ultimately makes 
way for the introduction of a new future, made with the auxiliary 
habeo ; and in the particular texts, because there is a bilingual 
reaction from the modified Latin to the Greek. 

For instance, in Luke xxu. 21, 


TOY TIAPdAAIAONTOC ME 
QVI TRADET ME, 


where tradet is not meant for a future, but for a present; cf. 
Mark xiv. 20, 21 where παραδίδοται is twice rendered tradetur. 
Again, in John xii. 25, 


qui amat animam suam perdet eam, 


where either the future perdet has been taken as a present, 
or conversely; for the Greek mss. fluctuate suspiciously between 
ἀπολέσει (1) etc.) and ἀπολλύει (NBL). 

M. Robert points out that this approximation between the 
present and future tenses holds also for those future forms which 
are more divergent from the present tense-forms: thus he cites as 
future tenses abominamim inquinamini sanctificanunt. We have 
the same thing in Cod. Bezae: Luke vi. 21, saturamini: Acts i. 5, 
baptizamim, are certainly future tenses. 

The participial formations shew great variation, the following 
being the most common changes. 


NS toS. 


Luke iv. 40. dmpones for imponens. 
Luke xii. 16. dices for dicens. 


1 See Robert, pp. xx, lxxi. 
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NS to N. 
Acts xix. 16. <dnsilien for insiliens. 
NS to NT. 


Luke v. 16. ovant for orans. 
Acts x. 20. dubitant for dubitans. 


7 
Cf. Luke xv. 1. erat autem adpropiant, 


where adpropiant would seem to be an adjective’. 
These confusions may be illustrated from others which occur 
in the verb-forms: e.g. 


Acts xxi, 931. docens for doces®. 

Matt. xvii. 27. dnueniens for inuenies. 

Luke xiii. 25, dncipientis for incipietis. 

Matt. v.11. dixerin for dixerint. 

Luke xviii. 9. confidens for confident. 

Perhaps Mark ii. 11. cum uideret illum (if the Greek is ἐθεώρουν). 


Such forms are difficult of classification: im the Romance 
languages the participle present appears in French as chantant, in 
Provengal as chantans, and in Italian as cantante. The general 
fluctuation which we find in our text will hardly fall exclusively 
under any of these heads. 


8. On the use of the Vulgar Latin future in the Codex Bezae. 
On p. xliv of his introduction to the Codex Bezae, Scrivener 
notes the peculiar employment of habeo as an auxiliary verb: 


We find (he says) in the style of d distinct traces of the employment of 
habeo as an auxiliary verb, which is well known to be a notable characteristic 
of the modern languages of Western Europe (of the French as much as any) 
as distinguished from the Latin whence most of them sprung. In Mark xiv. 
27 σκανδαλίσασθαι (-Ge)* is rendered scandalizari habetis by αἰ, but scandalum 
patiemini by ac, scandalizabimini by f and the Vulgate. Habeo is used three 
times to render μέλλω, Luke x. 1: xix. 4: Acts i. 5, although the Greek word 
is translated by dncipio 25 times (sometimes very awkwardly), 15 times by 
the future participle, three times in other ways. 


Now there is something which all these examples have in 
common: they are all expressions or modifications of the future 


1 The scribe of the Lyons Pent. (p. 50, c. 17) wrote the word aperiens as aperient, 
but corrected his own mistake. 

* The Lyons Pent. (p. 55, a. 21) writes offerens for offeres. 

3 For σκανδαλισήσεσθε ? 
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tense. A similar case will be found in the Athanasian Creed, as 
given, for example, in the Utrecht Psalter, in the sentence 


ad cuius aduentum omnes 
homines resurgere habent 
cum corporibus suis, 


where the Greek version would shew either a future tense, or 
μέλλω with an infinitive. Scrivener’s statement is therefore 
not quite complete as to the use of the auxiliary in French. 
It should be shewn that the French future can be analysed so 
as to shew the form in Codex Bezae. That is, the parallel does 
not lie between the future with habeo, and the preterite with 
avoir, but between the future with habeo, and the French and 
Provencal future in ai, as donnerat, for example, separated into 
the elements donner + at. 

When these forms are placed side by side, we see in what 
sense the future of the Vulgar Latin is related to the future of 
the French and other Romance languages’. And it can be shewn, 
I think, that in some Romance dialects the attached auxiliary 
verb of the French remained capable of separation from the infini- 
tive to which it belonged. 

We cannot be wrong in referring a peculiarity which we find 


in all the Romance languages right back into the Vulgar speech 
of the Empire’. 


1 “Von den altlateinischen Temporibus sind in den romanischen Sprachen nur 
erhalten: das Prisens, das Imperfekt, das Perfekt und das Plusquamperfekt. Die 
beiden Futura werden durch Umschreibung mit habere und dem Infinitive des 
Prisens gebildet, z. B. cantare abjo cantare abea.” Schwan, Altfr. Gram. p. 12. 

2 It is curious that the later Greek language shews also a future formed with 
ἔχω and the infinitive; but there is no linguistic connexion between the Greek 
and Latin forms. The earliest trace that I know of this Greek future is its intru- 
sion into Greek mss. from the fourteenth century onward: e.g. Cod. 418, S. Sabae 
of the Jerusalem Collection, a ms. of the Invention of the Cross, has 


λιμοκτονῆσιν σε ἔχω ἐὰν μὴ ὁμολογήσῃς; 
where a comparison with other texts shews 
λιμοκτονήσω σε KTE! 


this ms. is probably of the fourteenth cent., and another curious tract of nearly the 


same age in the same library, Cod. 66 5, Sep., containing an ᾿Αντιλογία between 
Christ and the Devil, has 


οἱ yap ἄγγελοί μου φοβεροί εἰσιν: καὶ ἐάν σε 
ὑποδείξω αὐτοῖς πατάξειν σε ἔχουν. 


192 LATIN PHONETICS AND MORPHOLOGY. 


Now let us turn to Roénsch, [tala und Vulgata, p. 447, where 
we shall find a large collection of cases where habeo occurs with an 
infinitive, under the heading Grdcismen des Infinitivs. 

At the end of the catalogue of cases (p. 449) Ronsch adds a 
note saying that there are three different uses of habeo in his list ; 
(1) kénnen, vermégen, im Stande sein ; (11) Nothwendigkeit ; (111) 
das Futurum; and under this last head he refers to the Romance 
Futures and their origin in the Vulgar Latin. (“Bemerkenswerth 
ist, dass dieser Gebrauch von habere durchgehends der romani- 
schen Futuralbildung zu Grunde liegt.”) It would have been 
convenient if the three classes had been separated, for we clearly 
cannot assume that every writer who employs habeo in one of the 
three senses will necessarily employ it in the other two senses. 
Moreover it is important for us to know how far this Vulgar Latin 
future prevailed, which we find at the back of all the Romance 
languages. Does it occur, for example, in Africa? Or may we 
regard its occurrence as a proof that the copies in which it can 
be traced are European copies? Let us see what other cases 
there are of the translation of a future tense by the present 
tense habeo. 

In John viii. 22 the Codex Vercellensis renders ἀποκτενεῖ 
αὐτόν by occidere se habet, where we see that the future really 
carries the force of μέλλει ἀποκτείνειν. We cannot then be quite 
sure whether the translator was working literally. Indeed the 
same objection may be urged with regard to the passage quoted 
from Cod. Bezae: Mark xiv. 27 σκανδαλίσασθαι looks very much 
as if μέλλετε had stood at one time in the text and been removed. 

The same thing is true of Tertullian, Marc. iv. 39: “quod et 
ipsae uires caelorum concuti habeant” is not an immediate quotation 
from the Gospel (Luke xxi. 26 σαλευθήσονται): Tertullian is 
quoting much in the same way as we should if we said “ But that 
the powers of the heavens have to be shaken.” And indeed almost 
all of the fifty or more cases of the use of habeo by Tertullian belong 
to the same category. They are not pure futures; their Greek 
equivalent involves δεῖ or μέλλει or ὀφείλει in almost all the cases 
quoted. On the other hand, the frequent occurrence of these 
futures of necessity in Tertullian may indicate the very ground 
out of which the later Vulgar Latin future tense was evolved, 
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In the Palatine version of the Shepherd of Hermas, we find a 
striking case of a genuine future : 
Wish, 111. 9. ὅ, 
θελήσετε ἀγαθοποιεῖν καὶ οὐχ ἕξετε τόπον 


velle habetis benefacere et non habebitis locum. 


Now Haussleiter! has brought forward very decided reasons 
for believing the Palatine version of Hermas to be an African 
translation. If this be so, then we can draw no conclusion as to 
locality from the occurrence of a Vulgar Latin future with habeo*. 

It may be of interest in connexion with the further investigation 
of the place and time of the Bezan translation to see how far this 
peculiarity of which we have been treating prevailed in the Latin 
of Irenaeus. We premise, then, for comparison, that the following 
are the Bezan instances of the future with habeo. 


1 De versionibus Pastoris Hermae Latinis, Erlangen, 1884. 
2 It may be interesting to note how the two versions of Hermas, the Palatine 
and the Vulgate respectively, render μέλλω. Here are some cases which we have 








noted : 
Pawat, VoLe. 
Vis. i.1.6. μέλλω λέγειν incipio dicere dictura sum 
1.1. 8. τῶν ἀγαθών τῶν μελλόντων gloriam venturam futura bona 
ii, 2.3. τῇ μελλούσῃ quae incipit esse quae futura est 
ii. 2.8. τοὺς νῦν μέλλοντας ἀρνεῖσθαι +quinuncincipiunt denegaturi sunt 
iii. 5.5. οἱ οὖν μέλλοντες μετανοεῖν 51 ΘΙΡῸ coeperint acturi sunt 
11. 8.11. ἃἅ σοι μέλλω λέγειν incipio dicere incipio dicere 
Mand. iv. 3. 8. τοῖς μέλλουσι πιστεύειν qui credituri sunt qui credituri sunt 
iv. 4.4. μέλλω λαλεῖν dicturus sum 
xi. 7. μέλλω λέγειν ---- dicturus sum 
xi. 18. μέλλω λέγειν dicturus sum 
Sim. 1. 1. μέλλετε κατοικεῖν habitaturi estis habitaturi estis 
1. 4. τί μέλλεις ποιεῖν quid facturus es quid facies 
iv. 1. οἱ μέλλοντες κατοικεῖν quihabitaturisunt quihabitaturisunt 
v. 3.3. ἔμελλες εἶναι eras futurus eras futurus © 
vy. 3. 7. ἔμελλες ποιεῖν erogaturus eras facturus eras 
v. 5.4. ὃ μέλλω σε ἐπερωτᾶν quod quaero quod quaero 
viii. 6.2. μέλλουσαν καθαρὰν γενέσθαι puras mentes fu- puras mentes fu- 


turas 


turas 


It will be seen that in the Vulgate version μέλλω is only once rendered by 
incipio : in the Palatine version, however, it is translated in the Visions five times 


out of six by incipio and coepi. 


1 have found no case, in either version, of what is 


so common in the Bezan text, the rendering of μέλλω by habeo with the future. 


134 LATIN PHONETICS AND MORPHOLOGY. 


Mark xiv. 27, 


OTI TTIANTEC YMEIC CKANAAAICACOAI 
QVI OMNES VOS SCANDALIZARI HABETIS. 


Luke x. 1, 
OY EMEAAEN ερχεοθὰι 
VBI HABEBAT VENIRE. 
Luke xix. 4, 
HMEAAEN Alepxecbal 
HABEBAT TRANSIRE, 
Acts 1. 5, 
KAlL O MEAAETAL AAMBANEIN 
ET EVM ACCIPERE HABETIS, 


(where, as we shall shew by and by, the Latin is the original, and 
is probably due to an African hand). 

In twenty-five other cases μέλλω = wncrpio, in fifteen cases we 
have a future participle and three other modes of translation ; 
e.g. Mark xii. 4, μέλλει συντελεῖσθαι = consummabuntur, a passage 
which cod. ἢ; renders by incipiunt perficr. 

Notice also the curious textual changes in John xiv. 30, where, 
the expression ἐν ἐμοὶ οὐκ ἔχει not bemg understood, a Latin 
interpreter assumed that habet was a sign of the future tense, and 
that a verb had dropped. Hence in ad we have invenire added : 
this goes back into D as εὑρεῖν, and in some late Greek texts and 
versions (KII, etc.) as εὑρήσει. 

And now turn to Irenaeus and examine some of the similar 
phenomena which appear in the Latin text. 


In 1. 296 = Mass. 285, 
θεὸς yap 6 μέλλων ὁρᾶσθαι 
is rendered 
deus enim est qui habet videri. 


Here we have the same Vulgar Latin usage: but more 
commonly μέλλω is rendered by incipio as in 1. 118 = Mass. 62, 
διαθερμανθεῖσα τὴν ψυχὴν ὑπὸ τῆς προσδοκίας 
τοῦ μέλλειν αὐτὴν προφητεύειν 
is rendered 
concalefaciens animam a suspicione 
quod incipiet prophetare, 
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the translation being almost as close and servile as in Codex 
Bezae. 
In 1. 151 = Mass. 78, 


τοῦ μέλλοντος εἰς αὐτὸν κατέρχεσθαι ᾿Ανθρώπου 
is rendered 
elus qui incipit in eum descendere Hominis. 


In 11. 48 = Mass. 191, 


c lod > a 
μόσχος ὑπὲρ τῆς ἀνευρέσεως TOU νεωτέρου παιδὸς μέλλων θύεσθαι 


vitulus qui pro inventione minoris filii inciperet mactari, 


and so in a number of other cases. 


9. Decline of the prepositions. 

The codex shews great decay in the forms of the prepositions ; 
some of which are far gone on their way to French and Italian ; 
while others are only slightly changed. 

The weakness of the final ὁ in post is seen when it comes before 
a word beginning with either ¢ or d, as 

Acts xx. 29, 

pos diescessum meum. 
Matt. xxiv. 29, 


pos tribulationem. 


Such assimilations between neighbouring words are however 
not uncommon in our text. 

We notice one case of pos for post in the Lyons Pentateuch 
(pos hoc). - 

Sursum is a word which is more changed ; and becomes almost 
French in its form. 

In John 11. 31, desusum, and so in Luke i. 3; in Acts 11. 19 it 
is suswne}. 

That the final letter was not sounded appears from susw in 
Matt. xxvii. 51. The Lyons Pentateuch shews two cases of suswm 
and one of desuswm. 

Trans appears as tras in John vi. 15: ef. trasire in Luke 
xvii. 25. In Mark v. 21 we find tranfretasset, so that it has the 
same weaknesses as a participial formation. 


1 This is the form which appears in the Peregrinatio Sylviae (IVth cent.), p. 46; 
‘ecce et commonetur episcopus et descendit et sedet susum.” 
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Deorsum = diosum in Luke iv. 10; and this appears as zosum 
in Acts xx. 9. We note deoswm in the Lyons Pentateuch once. 

Per appears once as sper: Mark v. 13, sper praeceps. The 
scribe has separated sper from the previous word grex by a point: 
otherwise we should read grevs per. Note that the form has 
been traced provisionally to e« per; Diez notes that in Wallachian 
per becomes pre and then is strengthened to spre’. 

There is nothing in all this which is discordant with our 
previous location of the Ms.: and we will now leave the study of 
the Latin forms in the Ms.?, and see whether we can get any 
further light from the Greek side. And first, a few preliminary 
remarks on the Graecisms in the Latin. 


1 Diez, Gramm. p. 756. 

2 Many of the forms discussed in this chapter may be paralleled from a remark- 
able seventh-century Vulgar Latin ms. of the Acts of Peter, preserved at Vercelli, 
and recently transcribed by Gundemann for Lipsius’ Acta Apocrypha. For instance, 
scoruscare will be found on p. 68, turbas for turbae (p. 73), componeretum for com- 
poneret eum (p. 51); while the future with habeo appears in such expressions as 
certare habent duo Iudaei (p. 70), quaecunque consumere habui (p. 77). 


CHAPTER XIII. 


SomE PHONETIC PECULIARITIES OF THE BEZA GREEK. 


1. On the Graecisms of the Latin teat of Codex Bezae. 

Whether the Codex Bezae is ultimately derived from an 
African, a Roman or an Old French rendering, we must not forget 
that the Roman Church was a Greek Church in many respects, 
and the Old Gallican Church was Greek in almost every respect, 
while even the African Church had a Greek element: so that we 
need not wonder if we find some Graecisms on the Latin side. 
For an illustration of the diffusion of Greek forms, it may be noted 
that the Peregrinatio Sylviae, of the end of the 1Vth century, 
which has been referred to Southern Gaul, contains traces of the 
influence of the Greek colonists’ speech upon the Vulgar Latin. 

Thus Sylvia says of the services in Jerusalem, 


“et cata singulos ymnos fit oratio” 
“qui cata singulos ymnos vel antiphonas 
orationes dicunt 1.” 


Moreover the Vulgar Latin knew such forms as cata unum, 
however harsh they may seem to us, and out of this form was 
developed the Old French chadun = chéun. 

Our Ms. shews one curious use of ava on the Latin side: it is 
in Luke ix. 8, 

nequae ana duas tunicas habere. 


This is the more curious, Inasmuch as ava is omitted in the 
Greek of NBCFLE, and so we must either say that it belongs 
purely to the Latin translator, or that it had been dropped from 


1 Gamutrini, Peregrinatio Sylviae, p. 45. 
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the Greek text in early times; in which latter case might it not 
be a Greek correction carried into the wrong column ? 


2. Dialectical changes in the Greek of Cod. Bezae. 

Now let us examine the peculiar forms of the Greek text 
of our MS. just as we did in the case of the Latin. 

One of the first things that we shall notice is the irregularity 
of the aspiration. Scrivener gives a list of specimens of this 
peculiarity? and makes no attempt to analyse them, thus leaving 
the impression that the greatest confusion prevailed in the mind 
of the primitive scribe to whom we owe our Western Greek. 

An analysis of the instances given will shew the following 
results. 

Four times we have an unusual smooth breathing before 
εὑρίσκω (Matt. [2] + Luke + Acts); three times a similar feature 
with ἑξῆς (κατεξῆς), all in Acts; once with οὗτος (Mark) and once 
with ἑαυτών (Mark). 

For the irregular rough breathing we have »édvvato once 
(Mark); three times the rough breathing is found with the stem 
εἶδον (Luke + Acts [2]): three times with ἴδιος (Matt. [2] -Ὁ Mark); 
once with ὀλίγος (Acts); once we have ἐφίστασθε (Acts) and 
once édayayew (Acts): twice we have such cases as ἑμοῦ, ἑμέ 
(Mark + Acts); observe also the forms ἑλπίζω and éA7is (Luke 
+ Acts). 

Now, if this be madness, there is a method in it: for the 
same words shew a tendency to the same aspiration, The rough 
breathing with εἶδον is, of course, the lost digamma; the same 
is true of ἴδιος whether its earlier form be σξέδιος or Βέδιος", 

We cannot be quite sure that the sixth-century scribe is 
responsible for the spelling of this latter word, because it occurs 
often in the Vatican Ms. and once at least in the Sinaitic; but 
we may regard it as a genuine dialectical form and not as an error. 
The same thing is true of ἐλπίς which had a digamma, and 
consequently appears in the Latin inscriptions as a proper name 
Helpis, and occasionally with a strong breathing in Mss.* of the 

1 p. xlvii. 
2 Vanicek, Htym. 1035. Note that the form καθ᾽ ἱδίαν is discussed in Keil, 


Inscrip. Thessal. tres, p. 10. 
3 See Hort, Introd, 145, 
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New Testament. With ayw the case is more difficult: according 
to Curtius, Griech. Etym. p. 676, “there can be no doubt in other 
cases that the spiritus asper has crept in irregularly, in ἅγειν &c. 
...The case is the same with ἡγεῖσθαι which no one thinks of 
separating from ἄγειν : by the side of which we get the very 
rare ayewv—especially as the derived verb now and then itself 
shows the lenis.” It is sufficient then to remark that this case 
also is a recognized variation and not a scribe’s blunder. 

ἐφίσταμαι is again quite a possible form: the formation of 
the word ἐπίσταμαι is uncertain, and we cannot say positively 
that the word is a derivative from ἵστημι. If, however, its origin 
should be sought elsewhere, the analogy of the forms would be 
sure to invite the aspirate and some dialects would shew it. 

The case of ἐμέ and ἑμοῦ is more difficult: it is complicated 
with the problem of the origin of the aspirated ἡμεῖς (which 
some hold to be merely an imitation of ὑμεῖς, while others will 
have it to be due toa misplaced spirant from the middle of the 
word, cf. Sanskrit asmat). There are traces of aspiration in the 
inflexion of the first personal pronoun which have hardly been 
adequately explained. Thus we have the Boeotian ἑών and the 
Sanskrit aham to equate with the normal Greek form ἐγών. 
Then there is the Latin dative mihi against the Greek ἐμοί. 
It is possible then that the primitive root had an aspirated letter, 
which shews itself in the dialectical forms of our transcriber. 
Or it may be a mere vulgarism of the province where he was 
brought up. 

ὁλίγος and ydvvaTo are more obscure. The former is usually 
derived from a primitive root lik, and Curtius draws an analogy 
between the case of μίσγω from the root mk, and asks whether 
it is possible that a spirant has been lost from the middle of the 
word and compensated for by a rough breathing. In the Molic 
dialect the word was accentuated on the first syllable, which 
would account for the regression of the spirant. Nor is it without 
importance that in this dialect and its neighbour the Thessalian, 
the form ὄλιζος was current, which is the more curious in that 
the Afolic dialects usually replaced the € by od. We suspect 
then that the form of our MS. is an Asian dialect form, not without 
connection with the form ὄλεζος (cf. Ahrens, De Gr. Ling. Dial. 1. 
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219). But we must be careful again in identifying this form with 
the dialect of our scribe; it recurs in other early ΜΒ8., e.g. in 
Acts xix. 23 in NB, and it may be the primitive form for the Acts. 
For the other word ἡδύνωτο I can give no reason. 

So much for the eccentrically aspirated forms’. As to the unas- 
pirated cases, they can probably be put in a satisfactory light. The 
most curious is the very decided case κατεξῆς. Curtius (p. 192) 
equates this with ἑξειῆς and takes it to the same root as ἔχω. We 
may regard it as certain that in the district represented by our 
writer the word was pronounced without a breathing, which almost 
implies that ἔχω itself had the lenis (ἔκω). In any case the 
scribe is quite decided as to the form, as he is also with regard to 
εὐρίσκω. 

We may say then that the group of words shewing eccentric 
aspiration in Codex Bezae constitutes a series of dialectical 
peculiarities which ought to enable us to identify the nationality 
of the writer. Let us examine into some more of his peculiarities. 
A very interesting case is his spelling of the word χυτών. 

Matt. x. 10, 

MHTE AYO χειθωνὰο MHTE YTTOAHMATA. 


Luke 11. 11, 


λέγει AYTOIC O EXWN AYO YITWNAC. 


Everywhere else we have the usual form. Now, from the 
second of these instances we can see that the scribe of D has 
corrected his copy: he not merely has τ for 6, but he emphasises 
it by putting in a smooth breathing over the vowel. We may 
be sure then that he read ys@wvas and, taking this with the first 
case, we have clearly the form y:@wv for the original translator. 
This might be due to the influence of the original Semitic form, 
but when we find that the Ionic form is κυθών, we shall probably 
be able to divine what was meant by the scribe of the Codex 
Bezae. He has given us an Asian dialectical form. Indeed the 
difference between the Bezan uncorrected form χεθών, and the 
Ionic κυθὼν is not so great as might be supposed; for the Ionic 


1 The study of these mutations of the breathings is not without effect on the 
text of the N. T.: for instance, it is quite within the bounds of possibility that 
τέκνων has been written τεχνῶν in Matt. xi. 19, and hence corrected to ἔργων. 
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and some other Asiatic dialects retained an explosive element 
in the pronunciation of the aspirates; and we see this constantly 
in the transliterations made by our scribe: e.g. in Betsaida for 
Βηθσαίδα; and the apparent metathesis of the breathing from 
χιτὼν to κιθὼν occurs often in our text, as in Acts xvi. 16, where 
we have πύθωνα represented by phytonem; and Acts xvi. 11, 
samotrachiam for σαμοθράκην; cf. also Mark vii. 9, ἀτεθεῖτε for 
ἀθετεῖτε. 

Let us examine more closely this question of the explo- 
sive element in the pronunciation of the aspirates. It has been 
pointed out by Mullach* that this substitution of « for y exists 
even in modern times, especially in the dialect of Rhodes; where 
we find ἔκω, στοκάζομαι, Texvitns; τέλω is found for θέλω amongst 
certain Asiatic Greeks’, and very commonly the vulgar speech puts 
στ in the place of σθ; as ἐγνωρίστην, ypadopacte. This last error 
is very common in Cod. Bezae, since we find in Mark iv. 1, 
καθῆσται for καθῆσθαι, where the word cannot be an indicative 
since it answers to the Latin sedere. In Acts xix. 25 we find 
ἐπίστασται for ἐπίστασθε. Now, it is concerning such forms as 
these that Curtius wrote (Gr. Htym. Ὁ. 418) as follows: “as early 
as in my review of Mullach (Zeitschr. v1. 236) I argued that this 
circumstance was only to be explained from a pronunciation 
of @ in which a hard explosive element was heard.” And this 
explanation is probably correct; Arendt’s objection that, upon 
this hypothesis, the forms y@, ¢@ would be unpronounceable 
falls to the ground when it is shewn from our Ms. that such sounds 
were not pronounced. Thus we find, Mark i. 2, συνήκθησαν: 
Mark vii. 34, διανύκθητι: and the form ex@pos occurs in Matt. 
AO Mexia ΧΧΙΙ. 440 luke 1. 74: Acts τι. 8ὅ; xa 10: 50 
that this must have been the regular form of our primitive scribe, 
and it is owing to correction of his spelling that we get such 
forms as Mark xii. 36, éxy@ous (for éx@pous)?. Ἷ 


1 Grammatik der griechischen Vulgarsprachen, Berlin, 1856. 

2 Will this help us to explain how our scribe in Matt. xi. 19 came to write 
θελόντων for τελωνῶν ἡ 

3 Cf. Karsten, De Titulorwm Ionicorum Dialecto Commentatio, p. 18, ‘‘antiquis- 
simis temporibus iis locis, quibus litera aspirata non genuina erat, sed ex literis t et 
b, p eth, k et h oritur, i.e. in elisione eam ob causam omissam esse, quod assimilatio 
literarum tenuium ad sequentem spiritum asperum nondum facta erat, sed uterque 
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The same phonetic explanation furnishes us with the reason 
for the transcription of certain proper names; thus we find 
μαθθαιος constantly as against the Latin matthaeus, shewing that 
the first @ was sounded nearly as τ Cf. σαφῴφυρα = sapphira in 
Acts v. 1. 

We may say then that the Greek dialect of the original scribe 
of the bilingual tradition (and perhaps this means to a certain 
extent his successors the later copyists) was marked by an early 
pronunciation of the aspirated sounds such as probably prevailed 
amongst the Asiatic Greeks and in some of the islands near the 
coast of Asia Minor. It is necessary to bear this peculiarity 
carefully in mind, or we may be in danger, as we have shewn in 
similar cases, of referrmg important and characteristic forms to 
mere scribal errors instead of to nationality. 

Further, when we find, for instance, in Mark vi. 21, the form 
γενεχλίοις we are not to dismiss it as the absurd mistake of a half- 
educated person. There are similar changes in early and modern 
Greek dialects. And we must ask ourselves the question as to what 
Greek dialects, early or late, exhibit the change of @ into y. Curtius 
draws attention to the occurrence of the Doric forms ὀρνι-χ by 
the side of the ordinary Greek ὀρνι-θ, and the shorter form ὀρνυ-, 
as seen in the accusative form ὄρνιν. The suggestion is the 
more appropriate to our case inasmuch as our MS. actually gives 
the very form ὄρνιξ in Luke xii. 347. Moreover this form, occur- 
ring as it does in the spontaneous variations of the scribe, is not 
likely to be other than a genuine dialectical form. I mean that 
Buttmann’s objection to it as being a mere grammatical refinement 
is probably wrongly taken. His criticism was based upon the 
fact that the literary Doric of Pindar and Alkman shews ὄρνυχος, 
ὄρνιχα, ete., but ὄρνις and ὄρνιν". But the evidence of Photius 
(Δωριεῖς ὄρνιξ, παρ᾽ ᾿Αλκμᾶνι δὲ ἅπαξ ὄρνις) would seem to shew 
that the form is genuine. 

Now this form is set down as a Dorism*: and if the gramma- 
sonus disiunctim pronuntiabatur. Hane autem legem non solum apud Ionas et 
Aeolas a quibus haec sonorum disiunctio diutissime servata videtur esse, sed etiam 
apud reliquos Graecos antiquiorum temporum quondam valuisse.” 

1 Tt appears also probably as a Western reading in the Sinaitic Codex. 


2 Ahrens, 11. 243. 
3 Ahrens quotes a similar change of πλήχω for πλήθω from Cramer, Anecd. Oxon. 
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rians and philologians are right in recognizing it as such, it is 
probable that our form γενεχλίοις belongs to the same school, 
which gives us two possible cases of Dorism in Codex Bezae. 
The Dorian Dialect held its own against the common speech in 
many of the Greek islands and in outlying parts of the Roman 
empire. For example, Suetonius observes that they spoke Doric 
in the island of Rhodes down to the time of Tiberius. And even 
where the set speech disappeared, the traces of it were never 
wholly lost. 

But as to the explanation of the form in question we are 
left in obscurity. Curtius thinks that the y of ορνυχ- is the 
mark of a diminutive suffix, and compares the “y with the often 
recurring diminutive «, and the @ with the ¢ that serves the same 
purpose in the related languages.” This diminutive idea is not 
altogether foreign to such forms as γένεθλον from γένος. 

A further peculiarity of our writer’s dialect is a weakness 
and shiftmg of the liquids. In this respect his speech was 
marked by a feature something like that of the Romance 
languages where, in final syllables, 7/n are extremely mutable: 
e.g. the Spanish hombre =hominem: the French timbre = tympa- 
num and perhaps trésor for tensaurus'. 'The Codex Bezae shews 
one curious substitution of ἔρχορται for ἔρχονται, Mark xvi. 2. 
More common still is its change of X and ν. Thus we have, 
Luke xii. 35, of λύχλοι; John v. 35, ὁ λύχλον ex errore for ὁ 
. λύχλος;; Luke xi. ὅδ, πνέοντα is changed to πλέοντα. These 
are not mere barbarisms: the occurrence of the phenomenon twice 
shews that λύχλος 15 the scribe’s dialectical form: the other case 
we should dismiss if it were not for the precisely similar case of 
the Greek πλεύμων as a variation of πνεύμων, along with the 
Latin pulmo (for pulmon). The two words evidently belong to 
the same classification. Pauli’s explanation that πνεύμων is the 
later form, arrived at by an attempt to bring the word into 
harmony with πνέω, breaks down in view of the fact that the 
Ms. shews πνέω changed to πλέω. Yet the antiquity of the form 
πλεύμων would seem to be shewn by the Latin. We shall at all 


1, 149. 6, as an Aolism, observing however that the regular form πλήθοισα is found 
in Sappho. 
1 See Curtius, Griech, Etym. Ὁ. 444. 
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events say that πλέω is an early collateral form of πνέω, preserved 
for us through the Latin pulmon and through the vocabulary of the 
Greek who wrote the Beza ms." The genuineness of the form 
λύχλος is, I think, also capable of demonstration, however eccentric 
it may seem at first sight. A similar change of sounds may be 
noted in Luke i. 15 (weyap ἐνωπίιον του κυ), with which note that 
Curtius, Gr. Etym. 329, says that μεγαίρω is “from a stem with p 
instead of the A appearing in μεγαλοῦ 

No doubt many other forms in our Greek text are capable of a 
similar dialectical elucidation. For instance, the form πανδοκει 
in Luke x. 35 isin harmony with the Ionic spelling of the verb 
δέκομαι (as for instance in Herodotus), and with the proper name 
of a Trojan Havéoxos mentioned in Jlad x1. 490%. The same 
spelling turns up in Aolic Greek, as in Sappho 1. 22, where Ahrens 
observes that it is not a peculiarity confined to that dialect. 
Moreover it occurs commonly in Doric, as upon the Heraclean 
Tables 1. 57, and in Pindar*. We need not then be surprised at its 
occurrence in our MS. 

Again, we find in our text twice the form μασθός (Luke xi. 27, 
xxiii. 29). The origin of this form seems to be as follows: both 
the Molic and Doric dialects replace the ζ of the primitive form 
patos by od. And there is some grammatical authority for be- 
lieving that the Dorians changed their μασδός into paces. 
Accordingly Ahrens (11. 84) quotes, though without committing 
himself on the point, the following from Eustathius: “Hpaxreidns... 
λέγει OTL καὶ τὸν μασδὸν οὕτω μασθὸν λέγουσιν οἱ Δωριεῖς καὶ τὸ 
ψεῦδος δέ, φησίν, ἄραντες τὸ ε ψύθος φασί. The authority of 
grammarians, without some support from philological or epigraphic 
considerations, is uncertain enough. But the suggestion as to the 
existence of the Dorism is worth examination. Other forms will 


1 Cf. the Latin flare and the English blow. We shall shew later on that the 
same form underlies the corrupt Western text of Acts xxvii. 15. 

2 From p. 547 it appears that he is quoting Buttmann, Lewilogus, τ. 259. 

3 Vanicek, p. 334. 

4 Lindemann, De Dialecto Ionica recentiore, p. 73, shews the persistence of these 
forms in the Asiatic Greek. ‘‘Iones in nonnullis vocabulis tenues servarunt, velut 
in δέκομαι αὖτις. In libellis Luciani mira Codicum constantia non leguntur formae 
nisi Ionicae δέκομαι et αὖτις, uno excepto loco libri de astrologia.” He gives a 
number of similar cases from the later literature (Arrian &c.). 
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suggest themselves in this connexion: ὅδαγος and ddayew occur in 
Matt. xv. 14 and Luke vi. 391. 

In Luke x. 31 we have κατα τυχα (for rvyav) where we should 
expect tuynv. This is a characteristic of the Aolic and Doric 
dialects. 

In Acts viii. 21 we have ave@payyaro implying the form τράφω, 
which, like τράπω, τάμνω, characterizes the Doric and Ionic 
dialects ; as a matter of fact it may be the primitive form”. 

In Luke xx. 42 we have 


ἐν Tn βυβλω των ψαλμων, 
and Matt. xii. 26, 


ev TH BuBAW μωυσεως. 


We may infer that the scribe preferred the spelling βυβλος if 
not BuBrvov. It is a question whether he is Ionizing or not. 
According to Smyth* | 

“Herodotus has βύβλος, βύβλινος, βυβλίον. A complete 
mustering of these words in Stein’s edition shews that the chief 
support of the forms with ¢ is derived from mss. P, R, while in one- 
seventh of all passages there is no variant... The variants in favour 
of 7 are due to the scribes rather than to the influence of such 
actual forms in ὁ as we find as early as 400 Bc. in Attic. The 
forms in ὁ continue in Attic inscription until the second century 
B.C., after which βυβλίον is the normal form.” 

The evidence, then, is hardly sufficient to demonstrate, while it 
may suggest, Ionism; it is worthy of note that our scribe’s dialect 
shews the form βύβλος only and not βυβλίον, the reason being 
that in the latter case the change in the accent gives the advantage 
to the ὁ vowel and accelerates the change of the v by assimilating 
it to the accented syllable. This makes us believe the scribe’s 
forms to be dialectical rather than literary “. 


1 There is a trace of this form also in the Vatican ms. 

2 A pretty case of dialectical variation, which I am unable to localize further 
than to say that it has an Asiatic look, is νησσος of Acts xiii. 6. Taken along with 
the Ionic νησσα (duck), we ought to be able to decide that the idea in both words is 
that of swimming. 

3 Vowel System of the Ionic Dialect, p. 35 in Trans. Am. Phil. Ass. 1889. 

4 Cf. Birt, Das antike Buchwesen, p. 13 note. 
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A curious feature of the Ionic dialect is its exchange of ε for a 
in certain verb-forms, such as ὁρέω, ToApéw, οἰδέω etc." 

And the same feature is to be found in the Codex Bezae, 
where we have épwréw (Matt. xv. 23 ἡρώτουν); ἐμβριμέω (John xi. 
33 ἐμβριμούμενος); καταγελέω (Luke vill. 53 κατεγέλουν); κοιμέω 
(Acts xii. 6 κοιμούμενος); TeXevtéw (Mark vi. 10 τελευτείτω). 
These forms can hardly be regarded as accidental, and if not acci- 
dental, then they are dialectically significant. 

For θυρουρος and one or two similar forms I am unable to give 
an explanation. 

Reviewing the cases which we have brought forward, we find 
many traces of Ionism, and a few Dorisms: if we could neglect 
the Dorisms we should probably say that the conditions were 
satisfied by an Asiatic dialect somewhere north of Smyrna; and if 
the Ionisms could be neglected we should probably refer to that 
last stronghold of Dorism, the island of Rhodes. 

Now, when we take the two together may we not say that, 
since the name of the Rhone and of certain cities in the Rhone 
Valley indicate an original Rhodian migration?, and since the 
history of the Churches of Lyons and Vienne shews that there 
was also a later Ionic migration, all the conditions for the 
production of such a dialect as we find in Codex Bezae are met by 
the hypothesis of a Greek scribe writing in some one of the 
churches or monasteries in that part of France: always bearing in 
mind that there will be residual peculiarities which are to be 
traced to the primitive hands that laboured on the autographs of 
the New Testament books* ? 

We see nothing, then, in the Greek text that militates against 
the theory that we have so strongly supported from the Latin ; 
viz. that Codex Bezae is a Gallican bilingual of the sixth century. 


1 See Smyth, p. 21. 

2 Cf. Jerome, in Galat. lib. ii. ‘‘Massiliam Phocaei condiderunt, quos ait Varro 
trilingues esse, quod et Graece loquuntur et Latine et Gallice. Oppidum Rhoda 
coloni Rhodiorum locaverunt, unde amnis Rhodanus nomen accepit.” 

3 We ought not to omit a reference to one other Ionism of our text; the pluperfect 
formations without the augment are very common, Scrivener points out seven 
such cases: and these are quite sufficient to indicate a characteristic of the tran- 
seriber’s dialect, especially when we bear in mind that they occur all through the 
us. from Matthew to Acts, and not in any special section of it. 
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3. Decay of the Greek prepositions. 

There are a few residual forms in the Greek which need a 
word or two of explanation. We must expect an occasional streak 
of Latin influence; indeed this has already been alluded to. Such 
cases are Aetpwoos, φλαγελλωσας etc. Probably to the same 
influence is due the exchange of the ὦ sound for s in σκωλῆς, 
which we find in Mark ix. 48. The typical change of this kind is 
senes for senex; which is one of Dr Hamann’s test cases for Italian 
forms. It is doubtful whether the geographical limits can be 
so sharply drawn. 

Besides these occasional forms we have to notice that the 
Greek prepositions are already in a state of decay: we find pe for 
μετὰ, κα for κατὰ, and a for ava. The following are some of the 
instances : 


Luke xv. 30. kapayovte for καταφαγοντι. 


Mark v. 27. πε rov wu for περι του ἰησου. 

Mark x.1. και ἐκειθεν aoras for και ἐκειθεν avacras. 

Luke iv. 17. ἀπτυξας for ἀναπτυξας. 

Acts v. 39. οὐ δυνησεσθαι καλυσαι αὐτους for καταλυσαι αὐτους. 


Perhaps 
Luke xxiii. 48. τω επλησοντι for επιπλησσοντι 


should be referred to a similar decline of the language. 

Tt will be said that these are accidents; I think not; we find 
similar traces of linguistic change elsewhere; for instance, the text 
of Hermas in the Codex Sinaiticus is not free from them. 


4, Supposed Alexandrian forms. 

Concerning the supposed Alexandrianism of such forms as 
ἐξήλθοσαν (Mark viii. 11), εἴδοσαν (Mark ix. 9), ἤλθοσαν (Mark ix. 
33) I have no information to add to the well-known fact that 
similar forms occur in the Septuagint. 
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CHAPTER XIV. 


THE CopEx BEzZAE A MONTANIST MANUSCRIPT. 


WE shall now endeavour to shew that the ancestry of the 
Codex Bezae has passed in its earliest stages through Montanist 
hands. 

The first pot to which we desire to draw attention relates to 
the line-division of the Codex: it is recognized that the Codex 
Bezae has been copied from a MS. similarly divided to itself with 
respect to the lines; which is much the same thing as saying that 
the line-division is ancient. Indeed it was natural that such a 
system of division should spring up in connexion with bilingual 
codices. 

Now turn to Luke xii. 29, 30, 


KAl HZOYCIN ATTO ANATOAWN KAI AYCMWN 
Kal Βορρὰ KAI NOTOY Kal ANAKAEIOHCONTAI 
ΕΝ TH BaciAelda TOY BY Kal EIAOY EICIN 
ECXATO! ΟἹ ECONTAI TIPWTO! KAI EICIN 
TIPWTO! ΟἹ ECONTAI ECXATOI 


ET VENIENT AB ORIENTE ET OCCIDENTEM 
ET AB AQVILONE ET AVSTRO ET RECVMBENT 
IN REGNO DEI ET ECCE SVNT 

NOVISSIMI QVI ERVNT PRIMI ET SVNT 

PRIMI QVI ERVNT NOVISSIMI 


The point to be noticed is the way in which the words καὶ ἰδοὺ 
εἰσίν = ET ECCE SYNT have attached themselves to the third line. 
We shall now shew reason to believe that they have this position 
by a long inheritance. 

Let us turn to the Acts of Perpetua and Felicitas (c. xi.), 
where, in the vision of Saturus we find a description of the 
rapture of the Martyrs under the care of four angels to the gates 
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of Paradise, where they were received and welcomed by four other 
angels. Now, the angels who bear them on their way are, I think, 
derived from the Gospel, “ He shall send forth his angels...and 
they shall gather together his elect from the four winds” ?; hence 
these angels are four in number: they are the angels of the four 
winds. 

But according to the passage quoted from Luke, the elect do 
indeed come from the four winds, but the description is worded 
so as to end a clause with the words καὶ ἰδοὺ εἰσίν. Accordingly 
we find in the Acta Perpetuae the following sentence, “et dixerunt 
(sc. alii quatuor angeli) ceteris angelis: Ecce sunt, ecce sunt: cum 
admiratione.” This passage has, hitherto, been unexplained: but 
in the light of the text as arranged in Codex Bezae, we begin to 
see what it means: it 1s an early commentary upon a badly 
divided text. 

Here then we have our first suggestion that the Codex Bezae 
has as regards its ancestry passed through Montanist hands; we 
find a similarly divided text in the hands of the martyrs of Carthage. 
Let us follow the matter a little further and see whether there 15 
anything in the actual text to confirm this opmion. We naturally 
look for such points as (1) the manipulation of favourite passages : 
(1) the insertion of glosses which carry some special mode of 
interpretation; and, in particular, we should look for light on 
the work of the Spirit, and on the communication and interpre- 
tation of visions. 

Under the heading of favourite texts, we draw attention to the 
singular coincidence between the reading of our MS. in Acts 11. 17, 
KAl TIPOPHTEYCOYCIN ΟἹ YIO! AYTWN 

Kal OYPATEPEE AYTWN 
ET PROPHETABVNT FILI EORVM 
ET FILIAS EORVM, 

and the Latin of the Acta Perpetuae (c. 1.) 


et prophetabunt filii filiaeque eorum. 


(The Greek text of the Acta has corrected the textual aberration.) 
The same reading that we have observed in Codex Bezae is found 
in Tertullian (adv. Mare. v. 8) and elsewhere. ἡ 


1 Matt. xxiv. 31, 
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Is it unreasonable to suggest that the change to jilt eorwm 
has been made by some one who was interested to prove what 
we know Justin to have affirmed, that the gift of prophecy had 
passed over from the Jewish Church to the Christian? May not 
such a change be Montanistic? In any case, note the striking 
coincidence between the text of D and the Carthaginian text of 
the second century. 

Again; we know that the Acts of the Apostles is everywhere 
decorated with glosses, so that we might almost call it a text and 
a commentary, and some of the glosses are very suggestive and 
valuable. Are any of them Montanist? That is the question. Are 
there any glosses that refer to the work of the Paraclete, and to 
His indwelling ? 

In Acts vi. 10, we find 


OITINEC ΟΥ̓Κ ICXYON ANTICTHNAI TH COMIA 
TH OYCH EN AYTW KAI TW TINI TW ASIW ὦ EAAdAE! 


QVI NON POTERANT RESISTERE SAPIENTIAE 
QVAE ERAT IN EO ET SPO SANCTO IN QVO LOQVEBATVR. 


Here the added words are τῇ οὔσῃ ἐν αὐτῷ, and τῷ ἁγίῳ: the 
wisdom of Stephen was an indwelling Wisdom ; the spirit which he 
spake by was the Holy Spirit. “ Wisdom in all ages enters into 
holy souls and makes them friends of God and prophets.” 

In Acts xv. 32 the statement that Judas and Silas were 
prophets is enlarged on, by the addition that this was because 
they were filled with the Holy Spirit : 


1ioyAac AE KAI CEIAAC KAI AYTO! TIPOMHTAI 
ONTEC TIAHPEIC TINC ἁΓΙΟΥῪ 


IVDAS QVOQVE ET SILAS ETIAM IPSI PROPHETAE 
CVM ESSENT PLENI SPO SANCTO. 


In Acts xv. 29 the Apostolic injunction to Gentile converts 
is embellished with the addition 


€Y TIPAZATE PEPOMENO! 


EN TW AIG TINI 


BENE AGITIS FERENTES 


IN SANTO SPO. 
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In Acts xix. 2, as might almost have been expected, special 
attention has been paid to the statement about the Ephesians 
who did not know whether there was a Holy Ghost; and they 
are made to say that they do not know whether any people 
do receive Him. 


ΟΙ AE TIPOC AYTON ἀλλ OYAE TINA ASION AAMBANOYCIN 
TINEC HKOYCAMEN, 


where οὐδέ stands for οὐδὲ εἰ, 


Moreover the attention of the reader is drawn by the glossator, 
in not a few cases, to the fact that the holy men were moved 
of the Holy Ghost: thus, instead of saying in Acts xx. 3 that 
Paul was minded to return through Macedonia, the writer of the 
Western text tells us 


EITEN AE TO TINA AYTW YTIOCTPEDEIN 
Ala THC MAKEAONIAC. 


In Acts xix. 1 a whole sentence is prefixed to shew that Paul 
came to Ephesus under the special direction of the Holy Spirit : 
he had been intending to go to Jerusalem, but, as in so many 
other cases, the Spirit suffered him not: 


OeAONTOC AE TOY TIAYAOY 
KATA THN IAIAN BOYAHN 
TIOPEYECGAI EIC 1IEPOCOAYMA 


EITTEN AYTW TO TINA YTTIOCTPEDEIN EIC THN ACIAN. 


Probably it is to the same hand that we owe the addition 
διὰ πνεύματος ἁγίου in Acts iv. 25. 

Just as the commentator has shewn that the true prophet is 
possessed by the indwelling good Spirit, so he enlarges on the 
opposite kind of possession. The girl with a spirit of Python 
practises divination through this spirit ; ; 


Ala TOYTOY MANTEYOMENH, 
where the words διὰ τούτου are an addition. 


Now let us come to the question of visions. 
In Acts xvi. 10, where Paul sees the man of Macedonia, the 
translator adds the explanation 
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AlerepOeic OYN AIHTHCATO TO OPAMA HMIN 
KAl ENOHCAMEN 


EXVRGENS ERGO ENARRAVIT VISVM NOBIS 
ET INTELLEGIMVS... 


Now compare with this the Montanist visions in the Acta 
Perpetuae : Perpetua’s vision (c. iv.) concludes with the words 


et retuli statim fratri meo et intelleximus passionem esse futuram=ka 


εὐθέως διηγησάμην τῷ ἀδελφῷ καὶ ἐνοήσαμεν ὅτι δέοι παθεῖν κτέ. 


Again, in ¢, vill. the visions concerning Dinocrates end with 
the same terms 


καὶ ἐνόησα ὅτι μετετέθη ek τῶν Tiwwpiov=tune intellexi translatum eum esse 
de poena, 


So in ὁ. x. (Vision of the Wrestling-Match) we end with 
et experrecta sum : et intellexi, etc.=xal ἐξυπνίσθην" καὶ ἐνόησα kre. 


It seems then that there is a close parallel in manner between 
Perpetua’s account of her visions and the interpolating hand 
in the Pauline vision. 

One other parallel to the Martyrdom shall be given from the 
glosses of the Acts. In Acts iv. 24, when the apostles return from 
the Sanhedrin, the interpolator tells us that the Church recognized 
the operation of a Divine Energy in what had occurred: 


ΟΙ AE AKOYCANTEC KAI ETTIFNONTEC THN TOY Oy ENEPLElaA 
AD ILLI CVM AVDISSENT ET COGNOVISSENT DI VIRTVTE. 


Compare with this the effect which the prison-life of the 
Martyrs of Carthage produced upon their keepers; it runs in 
Latin as follows: 

c. ix. Deinde post dies paucos Pudens, miles optio, praepositus carceris, 
qui nos magni facere coepit, ¢ntellegens magnam virtutem [Det] esse in nobis. 


The Greek is as follows: 


καὶ μετ᾽ ὀλίγας ἡμέρας Ilovdns τις στρατιώτης ὁ THs φυλακῆς προϊστάμενος μετα 
πολλῆς σπουδῆς ἤρξατο ἡμᾶς τιμᾶν καὶ δοξάζειν τὸν θεὸν ἐννοῶν δύναμιν μεγάλην 
εἶναι περὶ ἡμᾶς. 

Now I think it will be admitted that this passage in the Acts 
of the Martyrdom is decidedly Montanistic; that it was so felt 
and understood may be seen from the fact that the Greek text 
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has been slightly reformed, as by reading περὶ ἡμᾶς for ἐν ἡμῖν, 
and by the addition of τὸν θεόν. But the idea of the indwelling 
energy is Montanistic. 

The conclusion which we draw from the series of coincidences 
here described is that the Western text of Luke and the Acts 
is a Montanist text, earlier in date than the time of Perpetua, 
and that it was a familiar subject of study amongst the Cartha- 
ginian Martyrs. Whether this implies a local origin for the text 
must not be hastily decided; for it is probable that all the three 
Churches, Rome, Carthage and Lyons, Montanized in the second 
century. 


CHAPTER XV. 


FURTHER PROOFS IN THE TEXTUAL INTERPOLATIONS OF THE 
THEORY OF LATINIZATION OF THE BEZAN TEXT IN THE 
ACTS. 


WE have shewn reason to believe that the Codex Bezae is 
a Montanist MS., basing our conclusion upon observed phenomena 
in the Gospel of Luke and in the Acts of the Apostles. But 
now let us see whether these interpolations were first made 
on the Greek or the Latin side of the text. Happily the very 
first case that presents itself in the Acts is a crucial instance. 
In order to elucidate it we will transcribe Acts i. 2, in the Greek 
and Latin: 


AXPl HC HMEPAC 
ANEAHMMOH ENTEIAAMENOC TOIC ATTOCTOAOIC 
Ala TINC ΔΓΙΟΥ orc eZeAeZaTo [Kal εκελεγοε 
KHPYCCEIN TO εγάγγελιον] 


where we have bracketed the words which constitute the gloss. 
The Latin is 


VSQVE IN EVM DIEM 
QVEM SVSCEPTVS EST QVO PRAECEPIT APOSTOLIS 


PER SPM SANCTVM QVOS ELEGIT [ET PRAECEPIT 
PRAEDICARE EVANGELIVM]. 

Now, in order to clear up some of the confusion, observe that 
quo in the second line of the Latin is merely a wrongly inserted 
correction for the erroneous guem at the beginning of the line. 
Probably a conjunction has been displaced by the quo (? et). 

In the next place observe that the commentator, in order 
to make clear what it was which our Lord enjoined upon His 
disciples, adds the words 


et praecepit praedicare euangelium. 
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Obviously this gloss was in Latin, praecepit occurring in the 
text as the word to be explained, and appearing again in the 
commentary. The Greek then has taken the Latin back by 
a new translation without any regard to the equivalence between 
the first praecepit and the Greek verb ἐντέλλομαι. 

But if this was a Latin gloss, we shall only find it in Latin 
copies, or in those Greek copies whose ancestry passes through the 
first form of Codex Bezae. 

Now, the addition is found either wholly or in part in 
Augustine, in Vigilius Tapsensis, in the Sahidic Version and in 
the Luxewl Lectionary: i.e. we have a Gallican Lectionary of 
the earliest period, an Egyptian Version, and two African fathers 
of the fifth century. It must be owned that this is very in- 
structive; we are not surprised at the conduct of the Sahidic 
version, for we detected this in the transference of a Latin 
hexameter in Luke; but we are at first a little surprised at 
the wide area of country covered by the reading. The Sahidic 
text probably is based ultimately upon a Roman original: D and 
the Luxeuil Lectionary are Gallican; and the fathers quoted 
would most likely get their texts by way of Carthage. Is it 
possible that an interpolated text could spread so far ? 

There are two more glosses on the same page, probably by 
the very same hand: 


Acts 1. 5, 
Kal O MEAAETAI AAMBANEIN 
ET EVM ACCIPERE HABETIS, 


which is attested by Hilary, Augustine, Maximus of Turin, and 
the Toledo Lectionary. 
And in the same verse 


EWC THC TIENTHKOCTHC 
VSQVE AD PENTECOSTEN 


is attested by Augustine and the Sahidic version. 


We note again the concurrence of these last two authorities. 

Just in the same way as we recognize a Latin hand in the 
glosses in the Acts by means of the word praecepit, common to the 
text and the gloss; so we can detect some other instances of the 
same workmanship. 
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In Acts v. 89 the words are added 
ΟΥ̓́ΤΕ YMEIC OYTE BaciAEicC OYTE TYPANNO! 
ATTEXECOAI OYN ἀπὸ TWN ANOPWITWN τούτω 
NEC VOS NEC IMPERATORES NEC REGES 
DISCEDITE ERGO AB HOMINIBVS ISTIS. 

Now, here the last line is a recapitulation from the 38th verse, 
and it is in the Latin that the repetition occurs, and not in the 
Greek, as we may see by comparing the text with 

Acts v. 38, 

ATTOCTHTE ATTO TWN ANOPWITWN TOYTWN 
DISCEDITE AB HOMINIBVS ISTIS. 

The gloss is then a Latin one, and evidently by the same hand 
as before: its Greek is merely a re-translation. 

A similar argument applies to Acts vi. 10, where the words 


OITINEC ΟΥ̓Κ ICXYYON ANTICTHNAI TH COMIA 
QVI NON POTERANT RESISTERE SAPIENTIAE 


are repeated at the end of the verse in the form 
NON POTENTES AVTEM RESISTERE VERITATI, 


and done into Greek with a new word ὠντοφθαλμεῖν for ἀντιστῆναι 
(the former word may itself be borrowed from the xxviith chapter), 
so that we have 


TH OYCH EN AYTW KAI TW TINI TW ASFIW ὦ EAADAEI 
MH AYNAMENO! OY ANTOMOAAMEIN TH AAHOEIA, 
where ov stands for οὖν. 

But if this verse be glossed by a Montanist, as we suggested 
above with regard to the words τῇ οὔσῃ ἐν αὐτῷ and τῷ ἁγίῳ 
then we may say that the rest of the matter added to the verse 
is by the same hand. We also include in the list of Montanist 
glosses the other words which intervene and which made the 
repetition necessary 

Ald TO EAEPyecOal ayTOYC ETT AYTOY 
META TIACHC TIAPPHCIAC 


QVONIAM PROBATVR ILLIS AB ILLO 
CVM OMNI FIDVCIA. 


But this expression peta πάσης παρρησίας is frequently in- 
serted as a gloss in the text: is it then a Montanist expression ? 
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Now, in the Acts of the Apostles the gloss appears again in 
ch. ix. 20: though this part of Codex Bezae is missing; for we 
can restore it by means of Irenaeus’ quotation of the passage, 
which undoubtedly comes from the same text-tradition; 

ἐν ταῖς συναγωγαῖς, φησὶν, ἐν Δαμασκῷ ἐκήρυσσε [μετὰ πάσης παρρησίας] τὸν 
Ἰησοῦν-εϊῃ synagogis, ait, in Damasco praedicabat [cum omni fiducia] Tesum. 
Harvey 11. 63= Mass. 197. 


And it appears also in the gloss added in xvi. 4, 


META TTACHC TIAPPHCIAC TON KN IHN YPN 
ἀλλὰ TIAPAAIAONTEC 


CVM OMNEM FIDVCIAM DNM IHM XPM 
SIMVL TRADENTES. 


The reason why the Montanists were so constant in using this 
expression is that it occurs in connexion with the prophetic 
enthusiasm: we find that in Acts iv. 31 the sentence καὶ ἐλάλουν 
τὸν λόγον τοῦ θεοῦ μετὰ παρρησίας is preceded by ἐπλήσθησαν 
ἅπαντες τοῦ ἁγίου πνεύματος. 

But the recognition of this gloss concerning the delegates from 
the Church at Jerusalem as Montanistic probably carries with it 
the two similar glosses, in which the attempt is made to improve 
upon the unspiritual decrees of the Jerusalem Council by the 
addition of some evangelical expansion. And this consideration 
carries us to Acts xv. 29, where we had already recognized the 
words φερόμενοι ἐν τῷ ἁγίῳ πνεύματι as being Montanistic, and 
must now ascribe to the same hand the insertion of the famous 
sentence _ 


\ v4 \ θέ e aA / 0 ε / \ lal 
καὶ ὅσα μὴ θέλετε εαυτοῖς γείνεσθαιν ETEPW μὴ ποιεῖν. 


And we have also Acts xv. 20, 
Nee: \ 7 ε lal 7 e / \ an 
καὶ ὅσα μὴ θέλουσιν ἑαυτοῖς γείνεσθαι ἑτέροις μὴ ποιεῖτε, 


the Greek forms of the two passages being a little nearer together 
than the Latin. 

It is becoming, by this time, clear that there is an internal 
connexion between the greater part of the glosses in the Acts. 
The supposition is not an unnatural one, and it is interesting to 
see how capable of confirmation it is. There is a suspicious 
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family resemblance in the character of the glosses, in the language 
in which they were made, and in the copies, versions and fathers 
that attest them. A number of these witnesses have already 
been alluded to; but we may further note that a gloss in iy. 32, 
which appears to belong to the same family, is attested by DE, 
Cyprian, Ambrose and Zeno, while in the previous verse another 
gloss has the support of DE, Irenaeus and Augustine, where again 
it is certainly the original text of Irenaeus and not a translator’s 
addition. 

In v. 38, to which we have alluded above, the added words are 
attested by DE 34. In v. 39, the gloss is attested in some form 
or other by DE, demid., the later Syriac, Cod. 180 and the margin 
of Cod. 33. 

In vi. 10, we apparently have for the first gloss in the verse 
DE; then DE and the Luxeuil Lectionary. Then DE and the 
margin of the Heraclean Syriac: and last of all DE, the Heraclean 
margin and the Bohemian version. 

The famous gloss at the end of xv. 20 brings together D, 
Sahidic version, Ethiopic version, and eleven cursives, together 
with Irenaeus. While in xv. 29, the first part of the gloss brings 
together very nearly the same attestation with the addition of 
Cyprian: and the last part brings in Irenaeus and Tertullian. 

Numbers of similar coincidences of attestation may be found: 
but we need not record them all. It has always been recognized 
that there was a peculiar affinity between certain members of the 
various classes mentioned above. But it becomes intelligible now 
that we have seen reason to suspect that these glosses, or at least 
a great part of them, are due to a single hand, and that probably 
the hand of a Latin Montanist. 

We have no hesitation in saying that the influence of this 
Latinized and Montanized copy is to be seen in the following 
copies, versions and fathers. 

DE, tol., luxov., demid., Sahidic, Heraclean Syriac (and its 
marg.), Bohemian, Irenaeus, Tertullian, Cyprian, Ambrose, Augus- 
tine, Hilary, Zeno, Maximus Taur., Vigilius Taps. 

No doubt it may seem, at first sight, rather absurd to suppose 
that the errors of a single copy could spread so far as Poitiers, 
Lyons, Turin, Verona, North Africa and Egypt; to which must 
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probably be added Sardinia which is supposed to be the birth- 
place of Cod. E, and perhaps even Spain; but this is just the point 
that always is hard in connexion with the Western text: the way 
to understand it 1s by recognizing that the errors in question are 
undoubtedly errors of a great antiquity, and, if that is not sufficient 
to explain their diffusion, we must go further and shew that they 
occurred in or near the centre of ecclesiastical distribution for 
Latin texts: and we must examine the errors in question carefully 
with a view to recognizing the locality to which they originally 
belong. 


CHAPTER XVI 


RELATIONS OF THE BEZAN TEXT TO THAT USED BY IRENAEUS. 


But if the Codex Bezae was in Lyons as far back as the sixth 
century, as we have tried to prove by a variety of considerations, 
it was presumably copied from an earlier bilingual, also in Lyons: 
and although suspicions have arisen in our mind that the ultimate 
origin of the Bezan tradition is Cisalpime if not African, yet we 
have still to ask the question as to the time that the Lyonnese 
succession has been kept up. How far back does the Gallican 
history of the Ms. go? Are we to say with Scrivener that “it is, 
on the whole, an independent translation made either directly 
from the Greek on the opposite page, or from a text almost 
identical with it; that the translator often retained in his memory, 
and perhaps occasionally consulted, both the Old Latin version, 
and Jerome’s revised Vulgate; and that he probably executed his 
work in Gaul about the close of the fifth century?”? 

Each of the three statements is probably an error: the trans- 
lation was, indeed, made from a companion Greek text, but not 
the Greek text as now read in the Ms., for this has been harmon- 
ized with the Latin, to say nothing of some other changes which 
have crept into it. The translator not merely remembers the Old 
Latin version; he is himself the author of the Old Latin version ; 
the reference to Jerome is probably a delusion; last of all, the 
translation is much older than the fifth century, as we have by 
this time pretty well proved. 


1 p. xxxi. Cf. p. lxiv, ‘We assign to the Latin version of Codex Bezae a western 
province (most probably Gaul) and a date not higher than the fifth century. 
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Or shall we follow Dr Hort’s theory which makes the Codex 
Bezae a product of the fourth century? Its structure he de- 
scribes as follows: ‘“‘The Greek text of Codex Bezae is substan- 
tially a Western text of cent. 11. with occasional readings probably 
belonging to cent. iv.!,’ while in speaking of the Latin versions 
he says, “In the fourth century we find current in Western 
Europe, and especially in North Italy, a second type of text the 
precise relation of which to the African text of the second and 
third centuries has not yet been clearly ascertaimed®.” 

I take this to mean that the Latin of Cod. Bezae, which has 
such close affinities with Codices Vercellensis and Veronensis and 
the Mss. used by Ambrose, is substantially a fourth century text. 
Its method of composition is described by Dr Hort as follows?: 


A genuine (independent) Old Latin text has been adopted as the basis, but 
altered throughout into verbal conformity with the Greek text by the side of 
which it was intended to stand. Here and there the assimilation has acci- 
dentally been incomplete, and the scattered discrepant readings thus left are 
the only direct Old Latin evidence for the Greek text of the New Testament 
which the bilingual Mss. supply. A large proportion of the Latin texts of these 
MSS. is indeed, beyond all reasonable doubt, unaltered Old Latin ; but where 
they exactly correspond to the Greek, as they do habitually, it is impossible to 
tell how much of the accordance is original and how much artificial ; so that 
for the criticism of the Greek text the Latin reading has here no independent 
authority. . 


Now if our investigation shews anything it proves that the 
artificial agreement of which Dr Hort speaks is due to a specific 
cause, viz. Latinization of the Greek text; and that consequently 
it is the Bezan Latin that is of prime importance’, while the Greek 
has no certain value except where it differs from its own Latin, and 
must not any longer be regarded as an independent authority. And 
if the Greek be thus relegated to a secondary position, the case 
not only calls for a re-statement of the theory as to the building 
of 1), and of the date of the translation, but it brings up another 
question with it, that namely of the Bibles respectively in use 


! Introduction, p. 148. 

2 Introduction, p. 78. 3 Introduction, p. 82. 

4 Consequently Tischendorf was right when he said, Cod. Sin. proleg. p. xxxii. 
note 2, ‘“‘Italus ejusdem codicis textus (sc. D) a quo ipsum Graecum pependisse 
certum est etc.” 
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by Irenaeus and his translator. Dr Hort explained the wonderful 
agreement between the Latin of Codex Bezae and the Latin 
of Irenaeus (for there are many cases in which the translator 
of Irenaeus is nearer to the Latin of D than to the Greek) 
by representing the Bezan Greek as co-eval with Irenaeus, 
and the Bezan Latin as belonging to the time of his translator. 
And this led him to deny Massuet’s theory that the text of 
Irenaeus was translated before the end of the second century 
and was, in fact, in the hands of Tertullian. Accordingly we find 
him saying’, “ We are convinced not only by the internal character 
of this biblical text [1e. the text followed by the translator], 
but by comparison of all the passages borrowed in substance 
by Tertullian,...that the true date of the translation is the fourth 
century.” This I take to mean that the Bezan Latin being of 
the fourth century (as seen from its concurrence with the great 
North Italian texts), the Latin quotations in Irenaeus are very 
largely Bezan Latin. I shall attempt to shew that this conviction 
is a misapprehension; and shall take the Bezan Latin, which 
we have seen to be the real authority, right back to the time 
of Irenaeus, instead of to the fifth century, as Scrivener suggests, 
or to the fourth, as Hort allows: and I shall try to take the 
translator of Irenaeus back with him, for the sake of companion- 
ship. 

It is admitted then in the first place that there is a wonderful 
concurrence between the Biblical text of Irenaeus and the text 
of Codex Bezae. They combine, especially in the Acts, in readings 
that are nowhere else found, and which are so obviously erro- 
neous that it would be absurd to deny genealogical contiguity 
to the texts that contain them, especially when, as in the present 
case, geographical contiguity has been practically proved. Perhaps 
the most conspicuous instance of all these is a comcidence in the 
Latin in Acts 11. 14, 


yMeic A€ TON AION Kal AIKAION 
EBAPYNATE KAl HTHCATE ANAPA PONEIA 


VOS AVTEM IPSVM SANCTVM ET IVSTVM 
GRABASTIS ET POSTVLASTIS VIRVM HOMICIDA, 


1 Introduction, p. 160. 
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which Irenaeus quotes as! 


vos autem sanctum et iustum 
ageravastis et petistis virum homicidam. 


Now, concerning this peculiar reading, we first find out its 
origin, which was as follows; observe that the Greek text as 
generally edited reads 

| ἠρνήσασθε καὶ ἠἡτήσασθε, 
while D reads in the second place ἡτήσατε, probably for the sake 
of a more exact agreement with its Latin. But at some period 
in the transcriptional history this ἡτήσατε perhaps written as a 
marginal correction of ἡτήσασθε affected the first word npyncacée, 
which was sufficiently like to it in appearance, and the latter was 
read as ἡττήσατε by the insertion of a single letter. The trans- 
lator did his best with this ἡττήσατε and gave it a signification, 
which it has in later Greek, so as to mean “ye insulted (or 
slighted) the holy one and the just &e.”; for this aggravastis 
was a very good rendering: but, as was to be expected, the 
revising hand took the Greek to task for insufficient correspond- 
ence and wrote ἐβαρύνατε. 

Now of this error we say that, although it was primitively 
a Greek error, yet, as far as our text goes, it is a Latinizing error, 
and the Latin text has precedence of the Greek. But the trans- 
lator of Irenaeus had this rendering, though unfortunately there 
is no Greek text extant at this point by which we could determine 
whether Irenaeus read ἐβαρύνατε. Lastly, Augustine was under 
the influence of it, for Tischendorf quotes the text 


. Aug.ree 28 inhonorastis et negastis, 


which would seem to shew that Augustine used a text in which 
aggravastis had been corrected to a more conventional word. 
Whether, then, our explanation of the origin of the error in 
this passage be correct or not (and we shall draw attention in 
a future chapter? to another solution of the difficulty which has 
been proposed) it is clear that the text of the Codex Bezae 
at this point is closely related to that of the Latin Irenaeus ; 
and since the instance quoted is only one out of many similar 


1 Ed. Harvey, τι. 55= Mass. 194. 2 @, xvit. p. 187. 
11—2 
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cases, we are warranted in describing the two texts as genea- 
logically contiguous. And this means on the one hand that, if 
the translation of the Codex Bezae were made in the fourth 
century, then the translation of Irenaeus cannot have been made 
in the second; and on the other hand, if the Codex Bezae is 
proved to contain a Latin text of the second century, there is no 
& priori objection to the theory that the translation of Irenaeus 
belongs to the same century, and in fact there is no objection 
at all provided only that reasonable grounds be asserted for such a 
belief. 

Now the difficulty of the case lies in the relations between the 
Greek and Latin of Irenaeus. So little of the Greek of Irenaeus 
is preserved, that in appealing to the evidence of that father, we 
are liable at any moment to the counter-assertion that the text is 
not really that of the Greek, but is merely an expansion or alte- 
ration of the translating scribe. And even in those readings which 
may safely be carried back to the original text of Irenaeus, we 
have to prove not merely that the Codex Bezae and Irenaeus are 
in agreement, but that they are im agreement in Latinized read- 
ings, if we are to shew that the translation in the Codex must be 
earlier as to its origin than the great work on Heresies. 

Perhaps the simplest way to resolve the difficulty is to confine 
ourselves to the glosses in the manner suggested in the last chapter; 
for these glosses have a frequent internal nexus which betrays a 
common hand, and the evidence of one gloss in a group can be 
used to confirm the evidence of another in the same group. And 
moreover it 1s precisely in the matter of expansions of the current 
text that we are safest in arguing from the text of the trans- 
lation to the original Greek of Irenaeus; for, while a scribe may 
translate a biblical text which he finds before him in the language 
with which he is familiar, he is very unlikely to complicate his 
rendering by additional sentences from his own copy of the scrip- 
tures. We say then, (1) that the Biblical glosses in the Latin 
Irenaeus are probably to be referred to Irenaeus himself; (ii) where 
these glosses shew a Latin origin (since Latin glosses imply a 
Latin text), they are decisive as to the antiquity of the Latin 
translation. 

Take, for example, the glosses which describe the freedom of 
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speech which the apostles experienced under the influence of the 
Holy Spirit; and which consist in the insertion of the terms 
μετὰ παῤῥησίας, μετὰ πάσης παῤῥησίας, cum fiducia, cum omni 
fiducia ; which certainly betray a single hand. 

In Acts vi. 10, where Codex Bezae makes the addition, the 
passage is not quoted at all by Irenaeus. 

In Acts ix. 20, the page of Codex Bezae is lost, but the passage 
is quoted in Irenaeus, and the same gloss occurs, and at this point 
happily the Greek text of Irenaeus is extant as well as the Latin: 
we have as follows (11. 63 = Mass. 197). 

ἐν ταῖς συναγωγαῖς, φησίν, ev Δαμασκῷ ἐκήρυσσε μετὰ πάσης παῤῥησίας Tov 
Ἰησοῦν, ὅτι οὗτός ἐστιν ὁ υἱὸς τοῦ Θεοῦ ὁ Χριστός. 

=In synagogis, ait, in Damasco praedicabat cum omni fiducia Iesum, 
quoniam hic est Christus filius Dei. 


In Acts xvi. 4, we find the same gloss in Codex Bezae, where it 
forms a part of a longer passage, in which the glossator has 
attempted to reform the unspiritual character of the decrees of 
the Jerusalem Council : 


META TIACHC TTAPPHCIAC TON KN IHN XPN 
ἀλλὰ TTAPAAIAONTEC. 


Now since these three Western glosses are due to the same 
hand, we infer that they are earlier than Irenaeus, who quotes one 
of them, and that they were extant in the early Western text, for 
the Codex Bezae has two of them (and probably had the third in 
the unmutilated form of the Ms.). 

This group of glosses was, therefore, in the Western text before 
the time of Irenaeus. 

The only question that remains is that of Latinity ; were they 
originally made on a Latin copy ? 

Now there is nothing in the words themselves that is decisive 
one way or the other: peta πάσης παῤῥησίας might just as easily 
be inserted in a Greek tradition as cum omni fiducia in the Latin ; 
but in the context there is much that is indicative of Latin hands. 
We have already pointed out that in Acts vi. 10 the remainder of 
the gloss of which we have quoted part is certainly Latm. And 
we have further shewn that there is reason to connect these glosses 
with others in the Acts which are clearly the work of a Montanist 
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interpolator, the greater part of whose insertions, if not the whole 
of them, were certainly made in Latin. 

We conclude, then, that the Western glosses in question were 
extant in Latin before the time of Irenaeus. Even where we are 
not able to say decisively that the glosses in the Acts come from a 
Latin original, we are able to prove their antiquity, which makes 
it so much easier for us to argue from their occurrence in the 
Latin of Irenaeus to their existence in the lost Greek. 

For instance it is not at first sight easy to determine whether 
the gloss in Codex Bezae Acts xv. 29, 


ΦΕΡΟΛΛΕΝΟΙ EN TW APIW TINEYMATI 





FERENTES IN SANTO SPO, 


is from a Latin or Greek origmnal; but since it is found in Ter- 
tullian (De pudic. 12) in the form 


rectante (=vectante) vos spiritu sancto, 
and in Irenaeus’ Latin in the form (11. 70 = Mass. 199) 
ambulantes in spiritu sancto, 


we need not hesitate to refer the use of the gloss to Irenaeus 
himself. And, indeed, it will be found generally true that the 
glosses of the translator of Irenaeus were in the text which he 
worked upon. The preserved fragments of the Greek text con- 
firm us strongly in this belief. For imstance in Acts iv. 31 
we find in Codex Bezae the gloss 


TIANT! TW OEAONTI TTICTEYEIN 
OMNI VOLENTI CREDERE. 


This passage is preserved in the Greek of Irenaeus as well as 
in the Latin; and the words are extant in both, although Harvey, 
following Massuet, declines to print them as a biblical quotation. 
If the Greek of Irenaeus had been lost at this point, we should, 
perhaps, have had difficulty in making people believe that 
the added words belonged to Irenaeus himself. But they are 
fortunately preserved, and we have one more proof of the safety 
in reasoning from the gloss of the translator’s text to the gloss of 
his copy. Moreover in this case, we are fortunate in being able 
to detect the hand that made the gloss: for the favourite ex- 
pression of the author of the group of glosses which we were 
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just now discussing occurs as a part of the genuine text at 
this very point: 


META TTAPPHCIAC 
TTANTI TW OEAONTI TTICTEYEIN. 


We can hardly doubt that it was the sight of this favourite 
expression which inspired the glossator at this point to add 
a few more words by way of explanation. 

Again why should we hesitate, when we find Acts i. 17 
quoted in Irenaeus (11. 55 = Mass. 194) in the form 


secundum ignorantiam fecistis nequam, 


to carry back the nequam to his Greek text, which unfortunately 
is lost? But this word is clearly due to the Latin translator 
of the Acts, who, i rendering κατὰ ἄγνοιαν ἐπράξατε, disliked to 
have an active verb in his text without an object; and so in- 
serted a word, which was promptly retlected on the Greek. Hence 
in Codex Bezae we have 


per ignorantiam egistis iniquitatem, 


the primitive form being doubtless nequam. Does not this look 
like a Latin addition to the text of the Acts? Many similar cases 
might, no doubt, be brought forward. But perhaps we have 
said enough, in view of the proved pre-eminence of the Latin 
of Codex Bezae over the Greek, in view of the proofs and 
suspicions of Latinity in the glosses of the Acts, and the certainty 
that some of them were extant in the Greek of Irenaeus, to 
convince our readers that the Western bilingual is not a fourth 
century -product but that it goes back to the times before 
Irenaeus and before Tertullian. Whether any readings of later 
times may be current in Codex Bezae is, of course, an open 
question: but the actual translation and many of the glosses 
of the translation seem to belong to the period which we have 
indicated. 

We will examine presently the whole body of these glosses 
in the Acts in a special chapter. Now let us turn to the 
question of the Latin of Irenaeus. If our reasoning be correct, 
it is no longer necessary to regard this as a fourth century 
product. Are there any reasons for referring it to an earlier 
period ? 
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Let us then say a few words about Massuet’s theory that the 
Latin translation of Irenaeus was known to Tertullian. The point 
is not exactly material to our argument, but it is an interesting 
one. If we are wrong, it will be easy for Dr Hort or some other 
scholar who holds with him to put us right. 

I take it that the translation of Irenaeus was made either in 
Lyons, Rome or Carthage: the problem is thus very like the one 
of determining the original home of the Western bilingual. But 
Carthage is, perhaps, excluded by the fact that Africanisms do not 
seem to have as yet been adequately proved in the text. A trans- 
lation, however, which was made either at Rome or Lyons would 
rapidly pass to the sister Montanist Church, and furnish the mate- 
rial for any quotations made by Tertullian. There is nothing, 
then, in the nature of an ὦ priort objection against Massuet’s 
theory. The case for that theory is stated as follows by Harvey?: 

Internal evidence persuades the judgment that Tertullian wrote his 
treatise 6. Valentinum after A.D. 199, with this version before his eyes : 
Massuet’s comparison of the two texts in his second dissertation is very 
convincing : when the translator trips, Tertullian also stumbles; and too many 
minute peculiarities of nomenclature and style are found to agree in both, to 
be the result of accident. Cyprian possibly?, and Augustine certainly, copied 
this version®. 

The evidence of Augustine is admitted, and we may turn to 
Cyprian: the extract is as follows: 

Cuius [Marcionis] magister Cerdon sub Hygino tune episcopo, qui in urbe 
nonus fuit, Romam venit; quem Marcion secutus, additis ad crimen aug- 


mentis, impudentius caeteris et abruptius in Deum Patrem creatorem blas- 
phemare instituit. 


With which we have to compare the Latin of Irenaeus: 


Et Cerdon...occasionem accipiens cum venisset Romam sub Hygino qui 
nonum locum episcopatus per successionem ab apostolis habuit...Succedens 
autem ei Marcion Ponticus adampliavit doctrinam, impudorate blasphemans 
eum qui a lege et prophetis annunciatus est Deus. 


It seems evident that Cyprian has been reading Irenaeus 
either in the Greek or in the Latin; or in the Greek as quoted by 
Hippolytus*. 

1 p. elxiv. 2 Hp. ad Pompeiwm (de Cerdone). 
3 Ὁ. Iulian. Pelag. t. 3, 7. 
+ I suppose we should correct ηὔξησε διδασκαλεῖον of Hippolytus into ηὔξησε διδασ- 
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Now we have seen that in some form, either Greek or Latin, 
the works of Irenaeus were current in North Africa before Cyprian’s 
time, and it is reasonable, therefore, to suppose that Cyprian is 
referring to Irenaeus: and Massuet says bluntly that Cyprian 
knew no Greek. Dr Hort would seem to believe the same, when, 
after speaking of the way in which Tertullian’s Scripture quotations 
are complicated by independent translations from the Greek, he re- 
marks’, “This disturbing element is absent, however, from Cyprian’s 
quotations, which are fortunately copious and carefully made.” 
But if Cyprian was not in the habit of using the Scriptures except 
in the African Latin form, still less is he likely to have consulted 
the original Greek of Irenaeus. | 

I do not, however, lay any stress on the fact that Cyprian 
agrees with the translator of Irenaeus in making Hyginus the 
ninth bishop of Rome, where we should, from Irenaeus’ statement 
elsewhere, have expected eighth, for the recovered text of Irenaeus 
in the Philosophumena shews the same reading in Greek. On 
the whole, however, there is a fair possibility that Cyprian used a 
Latin Irenaeus. 

This brings us very near to Tertullian; and we may say that 
the only objection to Massuet’s theory is that Tertullian seems to 
have often translated independently from the Greek in the case of 
the New Testament, and therefore any coincidence which may be 
found in his extracts from Irenaeus with the Latin translation, 
made at Lyons or Rome, may be purely accidental. Let us see 
then whether Tertullian is translating entirely de novo. We admit 
that in handling the New Testament he was fond of “immediate 
and original renderings, the proportion of which to his quota- 
tions from the existing version is indeterminate but certainly 
large”.” 

For instance, we find in Irenaeus® that the translator had to 
deal with the sentence 

ὃ ἐνήρξατο μὲν ἐν τοῖς περὶ τὸν Νοῦν καὶ τὴν ᾿Αλήθειαν, ἀπέσκηψε δὲ εἰς τοῦτον 
τὸν παρατραπέντα. 


κάλειον if we are to retain an agreement with the Latin. Irenaeus must surely mean 
_ that Marcion exaggerated the teaching of Cerdon: and so does Cyprian. 

1 p. 78. 2 Hort, Introd. p. 78. 

3 Hd. Harvey, 1. 14=Mass. 8. 
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He renders it as follows: 


quae exorsa quidem fuerat in iis quae sunt erga Nun et Alethiam; deri- 
vavit autem in hunc [Aeonem, id est Sophiam] demutatam, (1. demutatum) : 


where a reference to the Latin of (309 1.= Mass. 130), “audent 
dicere, quia a Logo quidem coepit, derivatio autem in Sophiam,” 
shews that there is no doubt about the reading, derivatio in this 
case standing for ἀπόσκημμα or ἀπόσκηψις. 

Now, according to Stieren, this is not the right rendering 
“haec vox non respondet graecae ἀπέσκηψε. Vertendum eat 
wrrupit seu incidit.” If Stieren be right it is curious that Tertul- 
lan should translate in the same way. But whether it be a right 
translation or not of the medical term used by Irenaeus, and we 
are not disposed to support Stieren’s objection, it is certain that 
Tertullian uses the word, and not merely uses it, but explains it, 
just as one explains a word in a difficult text, and just as one does 
not do in making one’s own translations with any degree of freedom. 
Accordingly Tertullian says “in hune autem id est Sophiam deri- 
varat, ut solent vitia im corpore alibi connata m aliud membrum 
perniciem suam efflare”’” If Tertullian had been translating de 
novo he would not have needed this long explanation of the 
obscure translation; nor would he have added the other gloss 
“id est Sophiam,” for he would have simply translated in hance, 
with or without the addition of Sophiam. The fact is, he had 
a rude rendering to handle, and just as later copyists imserted 
in Irenaeus the explanation (Aeonem, id est Sophiam), so Tertullian 
adds id est Sophiam. He may even have found the gloss already 
in his Latin text. 

No doubt much more might be said in favour of the opinion 
that Tertullian glosses, comments on and amends an already exist- 
ing text. He could not have done otherwise with a barbarous 
Gallic or Vulgar Latin version, and we ought not to be surprised 
at the treatment. We are disposed then to believe that Massuet’s 
theory, to which we refer the reader, may after all be true, and 
that the Latin version of Irenaeus found its way very early into 
the library of the Church of Carthage. 


CHAPTER XVIL. 


RELATION BETWEEN THE TATIAN HARMONY AND THE BEZAN 
TEXT. 


WE have now shewn reason for believing that the whole body 
of Western Latin readings go back into a single bilingual copy, 
the remote ancestor of the Codex Bezae: and we have also seen 
that the Greek of the Beza text owes the greater part of its 
textual and grammatical peculiarities to the refiex action of its 
own Latin. 

We have also furnished material for a very decided belief that 
this peculiar revised Greek or its Latin, and perhaps both of them, 
passed into Egypt, presumably to Alexandria, and there became 
the parent of one at least of the corrupt Egyptian versions, viz. 
the Thebaic or Sahidic. 

So that it is not at all surprising if the belief should expand 
to a conviction that Western readings are to be looked for in 
Alexandrian Codices ; and that not because of the great antiquity 
‘and consequent world-wide diffusion of Western readings, but 
simply because Rome is the ecclesiastical parent of Alexandria. 

But it will be said that this suggestion is nullified by the fact 
that the Syriac readings present the same eccentric forms and 
features as the Western Latin texts; and surely, it will be said, 
no one can possibly maintain that the Syriac versions date from 
any such origin as a Graeco-Latin bilingual. Let us then examine 
a little into this point, and without prejudice: the New Testament 
criticism is so full of burning questions that we must be careful 
not to anticipate solutions; but it also bristles with unsolved 
problems, so that we may be prepared for surprises. 
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The Syriac texts of the New Testament are usually reckoned 
to be a series of successive revisions, the two earliest forms being 
the so-called Curetonian Syriac or Old Syriac, and the Peshito 
Syriac or Syriac Vulgate. Closely connected with these is the 
Harmony of Tatian, which has recently been recovered in an Arabic 
version and was already known by the extracts from it and the 
running commentary made upon it by Ephrem the Syrian. This 
Harmony then was current in the second century, and it is 
certainly very closely related to the Old Syriac and the Vulgate 
Syriac. 

The prevalent belief as to the true relation between them is 
that the Harmony is the elder, and that the Old Syriac of Cureton 
stands in relation to it just as one of the Old Latin versions might 
stand to a primitive Latin Harmony ; only its relation may be 
closer than that, for it is suspected that the Old Syriac may 
have been constructed indirectly out of the very fragments of the 
Harmony by a scribe who was perfectly familiar therewith. How- 
ever that may be, we have to ask ourselves the explanation of 
these Eastern-Western readings. And we must interrogate them 
until we get a series of satisfactory answers, which may lead us to 
a hypothesis that is adequate for the explanation of the known 
coincidences between the readings. 

We begin with John xvi. 21, which appears in Ciasca’s Latin 
translation from the Arabic in the following form 

“Mulher enim, cum ei appropinquat tempus pariendi, opprimit 
eam adventus diei partus e1us.” 

Now the following considerations will shew that Tatian used 
a text in which was the word ἡμέρα instead of dpa. First the 
words adventus diet partus convince us of this: and next, a refe- 
rence to the critical apparatus shews the same reading in 


D 248 a bce ff? and syr™, 


the latter version, which probably derives ultimately from Tatian, 
shewing the words which are equivalent to dies parturitionis. So 
that Tatian and the Peshito agree in their text at this point, and 
the reading is a conspicuously Western one: it has only two 
Greek texts chronicled for it by Tischendorf, and of these one 
is conspicuously Latinized. The reading then is a decidedly 
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Western one: it belongs to that errant crew which we have so 
often detected in followimg the primitive Latinized bilingual. Does 
it not seem as if the translator of this text had used a translator’s 
freedom and paraphrased the expression “the woman’s hour,” and 
explained it by “the day of parturition,’ or at all events had 
translated dpa as if it were nuépa? But if this be so, Tatian 
has used the primitive bilingual or some associated text. It is 
even conceivable that he never used a Greek text at all; but only 
a Latin copy. 

The second instance to examine is one to which allusion has 
already been made; I mean the reading προσχέροντες for mpoo- 
τρέχοντες in Mark ix. 15, where the corrupt Greek is read by D 
and supported by ὁ ὁ ff? 7k, and the Arabic is represented by prae 
gaudvo properantes. 

Did Tatian use a Greek copy which had the corruption? It is 
certainly possible, though perhaps not likely, when no other Greek 
traces of the reading are forthcoming than those in D; on the 
other hand, if he used a Latin copy, the error was not only 
possible, but almost inevitable; for we may easily see that the 
error must have been, at first, universal in Latin texts. Certainly 
in this case the probability is in favour of a Latin original. 

Now let us turn to Luke xxi. 25, 


ΚΔΙ €TT! THC PHC CYNOXH EONWN 
ET SVPER TERRAM CONFLICTIO GENTIVM. 


So the text runs in Codex Bezae. 

The word συνοχὴ was not a very easy one to render, but I think 
it will be admitted that D has made a very spirited translation, 
carrying with it the idea of the hurling together of masses of men 
in battle. Codex Vercellensis renders it compressio, Brixianus 
occursus, others pressura, as if the Latin versions had found especial 
difficulty with the word as it stood in the Greek or in the. first 
Latin rendering. Now, the Curetonian Syriac and the Peshito 
have given us words equivalent to 


complosio manuum gentium, 


and that this stood originally in Tatian may be derived, not merely 
_ from the coincidence of the Old and Vulgate Syriac texts, but from 
the conflate text which appears in Ciasca’s edition 
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et in terra pressura gentium 
et frictio manuum prae gemitu 
sonitus maris etc. 

Here pressura gentium stands for συνοχὴ ἐθνῶν; but frictio 
manuum is the equivalent also of συνοχή, as may be seen from 
the Cureton text; the text is therefore conflate, and the correct 
reading is frictio manuum gentium. But how does this manuwm 
come in? Evidently it must have arisen, not from the Greek συνοχή 
which might easily have found an equivalent, but from a reviser’s 
reflection upon the spirited word conflictio. Conflictio of what ? 
and the imagination suggested the completion of the elliptical 
expression by means of the word manuwm. 

Does not this look as if the archetype from which Tatian made 
his mosaic was a Latin or Latinized text ? 

Now let us turn to Luke v. ὃ. In the Beza text it stands 

λέγων TAPAKAAW EZEADE ATT EMOY 
DICENS ROGO EXI A ME. 

Here the word ‘rogo’ is a translator’s addition to the Latin: 
it occurs elsewhere in our text as an expansion: for instance there 
is Acts xxi. 39, where δέομαι is rendered by rogo obsecro, and a 
number of similar cases may be pointed out in the Old Latin. 

Now, the word in the passage quoted from Luke goes back 
into the Greek, and it appears in the Old Latin authorities, as ὁ 6 7, 

But it is clearly a Western reading of an early type; we may 
say then, when we find it also in the Peshito, that it probably 
came there by way of Tatian, and a reference to Ciasca’s Latin 
shews us 

Domine, peto a te, ut a me recedas, 

We are disposed, then, to the belief that Tatian has here 
absorbed a Latin reading, nor is our conviction sensibly weakened 
by the fact that the reading turns up also in the Gothic version. 

In Mark 1. 13 we find Codex Bezae reading 

TTPOC THN θγρὰν AYTOY 

AD IANVAM EIVS, 
and supported in the added word αὐτοῦ by cf? g'qg. We should 
certainly be disposed to call this a genuine Western reading: but 
notice that it is in Tatian in a slightly modified form 


et erat omnis ciuitas congregata ad ianuam Jesu. 
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In John xi. 14 D reads 


TTOCG) MAAAON KAI YMEIC OdEIAETE 
dAAHAWN NITITEIN TOYC TIOAAC. 


Here the words πόσῳ μᾶλλον are due to the free translation 
of the Latin scribe who gave 


QVANTO MAGIS ET VOS DEVETIS 
INVICEM LAVARE PEDES. 


But this reading acquired great Latin currency, for we find it in 
a ff’ g, &e. 

It appears also in the Peshito Syriac, which must have derived 
it ultimately from Tatian, for Ciasca’s Latin has 


quanto magis aequum est etc., 


and the text of the early Syrian father Aphraates had the same 
or similar prefixed words}. 

Again, we see that the phenomena are explicable by the use of 
a Latinized text on Tatian’s part. 

In John xiv. 9 the Latin of the Beza text is against the Greek 
in reading 


et non cognouistis me philippe. 


The error was an extremely easy one in the Latin text, a mere 
matter of a single letter; but it spread widely, for it is in 


abcff eq 
and the Vulgate, in Irenaeus, Tertullian, Hilary and Novatian. 
Surely this is a distinctively Latin reading, and not the less so 
because we find it in the Ethiopic version. Observe then that 
Tatian had the plural (teste Ephrem’); and ne Latin of Ciasca 


is nondum cognovistis me. 
Now let us look at Luke xxiv. 29. The Bezan text is 


MEINON MEO HMWN OTI TIPOC ECTTEPAN 
KAIKAEIKEN H HMEPA 


MANE NOBISCVM QVIA AD VESPERVM 
DECLINAVIT DIKES. 


1 Zahn, Tatian’s Diatessaron, p. 203, gives ‘wie miisst dann ihr etc.” 
2 Zahn, p. 206. 
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Notice here that at the begining of the second line καὶ has 
dropped before κέκλικεν (read by itacism as καίκλικεν). Under 
the influence of this error ἐστίν, which stood at the end of 
the first line, has been removed from the Greek text. Accordingly 
the Latin texts abce [721 represent a text from which ἐστὶν καὶ 
is absent. Surely this is an error which may properly be called 
Western; because the Latin texts all agree in dropping the 
repeated syllable καί, and no other Greek authority than D is 
found for the reading. Now, the Tatian text as given by Ciasca 
reads 

Mane apud nos quia dies iam declinauit ad tenebras, 
and the Curetonian Syriac shews the influence of a similar 
reading. 

We say then that the influence of the Western bilingual is 
perceptible in the Tatian text. The same thing is true of the 
associated Curetonian version ; for example 

In Luke xxii. 89 Codex Bezae reads 

OTI EN TW AYTW KPIMATI εἰ 
Kal HMEIC ECMEN KAl HMEIC MEN 


AIKAIWC AZIA TAP WN ETTPAZAMEN 
ATTOAAMBANOMEN 


QVONIAM IN IPSO IVDICIO 
ET NOS SVMVS ET NOS QVIDEM 
IVSTE DIGNE ENIM SECVNDVM QVOD EGIMVS 
RECIPIMVS. 

Now here the Greek text has dittographed the words καὶ ἡμεῖς 
μέν and made καὶ ἡμεῖς ἐσμέν out of them, which the Latin 
renders, omitting the superfluous word εὖ The addition has 
affected Cod. C, the Sahidic and Coptic versions, and the Cure- 
tonian Syriac. 

Reviewing the instances which have here been given, we see 
that the Western text which Tatian used was not merely a Greek 
text into which transcriptional errors had crept, but a text which 
had stood in a bilingual copy and had been affected by its 
accompanying translation. For some of the errors in Tatian are 
Latinizing errors. But if this be true for a single one of the errors 
examined, we are obliged to admit that a Latin translation of 
the Gospels already existed in Tatian’s time; and that being so, 
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we conclude further that the text which Tatian employed was 
either an early Latin text, or the Greek of an early bilingual text. 
The two hypotheses are not so very far apart; and either can be 
supported from the phenomena exhibited by the variants of 
Tatian’s text: upon the whole, I incline to think that a Latin 
text was employed. But it is not necessary to be too decided 
on this point, until further evidence is produced. We shall 
discuss in a separate chapter the cases where the pleonasms of the 
Latin translator have been projected on the text of Tatian. 

The conclusion to which we have been led is an astonishing 
one: the hydra-headed Western text has been resolved into 
a single form; that form is the primitive Western bilingual ; 
its apparently Eastern character is a delusion, for the Old Syriac 
texts lean on a Graeco-Latin, and perhaps simply on a Latin base. 
That the Sahidic version, and other Egyptian attestation, sometimes 
complicates the question by an apparently greater geographical 
distribution than would seem to be possible for truly Occidental 
readings, is an illusion arising from the fact of our ignorance that 
the Sahidic version demonstrably has stolen Latin readings. The 
Western text is now no longer the ‘conceivably apostolic’ edition 
which Dr Hort suggests, but it represents the successive trans- 
lations and retranslations of actual Occidental tradition. 

This text was translated into Latin before the time of Tatian, 
and the primitive bilingual in which the translation stood is a 
document of a patriarchal dignity and largely capable of restoration. 
We will presently proceed to intimate where this translation was 
made. 

But before going further we must ask a similar question to the 
important one which occupied us in relation to the Latin trans- 
lations; the question of reflex action. If either the Greek or the 
Latin of the Western text passed into Syriac, was there any 
reaction from the Syriac on the Greek or Latin ? 


CHAPTER XVIII. 
DoES THE CODEX BEZAE SYRIACIZE ? 


THOSE who have, like ourselves, sought to explain the per- 
plexing textual anomalies of the Western readings, have generally 
fallen back either upon the hypothesis of reflex Latinism or upon 
reflex Syriasm. And it has usually happened that the Syriac 
hypothesis has been taken up, because the Latinizing theory was 
supposed to be no longer tenable. 

Certainly it is not a theory against which we ought to be 
prejudiced in advance. There are some things in the New Testa- 
ment that perhaps will never yield to any other mode of elucidation. 
Take for example Mark viii. 10, which in Cod. D reads 


KAl ηλθεν EIC TA OPIA MEAEPAAA 
ET VENIT IN PARTES MAGIDAN. 


Here most early texts give us Δαλμανουθά, so as to read 
ἦλθεν eis τὰ μέρη Aadpavov6a. 


But since the letters AwavovOa are an almost exact transcript 
of the Syriac for εἰς τὰ μέρη, we have a text which is equivalent to 


wharsals charal, 


and it is clear that the text is dittographed and that the real name 
has dropped out. 

If this explanation be the right one, we have lighted upon 
a case in which all Greek ss. except D have a Syriac error! An 
astonishing thing, but not an impossibility. 

Let this instance suffice to shew that it is by no means an 
unreasonable thing to look for Syriac corruptions in the New 
Testament text. 
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Such a suspicion is confirmed when we turn to history: the 
Western Church, especially in Gaul, was constantly and from the 
first under Oriental and Greek influences. First and foremost 
amongst these influences was the presence of traders. Let us look 
at what Salvian of Marseilles (writing in the fifth century) says 
about that city 1. 

Nam ut de alio hominum genere non dicam consideremus solas negotia- 
torum et siricorum? omnium turbas, quae majorem ferme civitatem universam 
partem occupaverunt, si aliud est vita istorum omnium quam meditatio doli 


et tritura mendacii, aut si non perire admodum verba aestimant quae nihil 
loquentibus prosunt. 


And that this influence of Eastern traders is not limited to 
Marseilles and the neighbourhood may be seen from the stories 
in Gregory of Tours: for example, a Syrian trader got himself 
appointed bishop of Paris, apparently by unfair means, and when 
elected applied to the Church offices the principle that ‘to the 
victor belong the spoils. Accordingly Gregory tells τι8 ὃ 

Ragnimodus quoque Parisiacae urbis episcopus obit. Cumque germanus 
eius Faramodus presbiter pro episcopato concurreret, Eusebius quidam 
negotiator genere Syrus, datis multis muneribus, in locum eius subrogatus 
est ; isque, accepto episcopato omnem scole decessoris sui abiciens, Syros de 
genere suo eclesiasticae domui ministros statuit. 

The same Gregory of Tours tells us* that he translated the 
story of the Seven Sleepers into Latin by the aid of John the 
Syrian: “quod passio eorum, quam Siro quodam interpretante 
in Latino transtulimus, plenius pandit”; but it is difficult to 
determine from what language the translation was made. Under 
the date A.D. 585° he relates an account of the entry of the 
king into the city of Orleans, and of his bemg met by a crowd 
of people carrying banners and singing in the language of the 
Latins, the Syrians, and even the Jews °. 

1 Salvian, De Gubern. Dei, tv. 14. 

2 Rittershusius suggests sericorum, but it is more likely syrorwm. 

3 Greg. Tur. Bk x. p. 438 (ed. Arndt et Krusch). 

4 Greg. Tur. Glor. Mart. 6. 94. 5 Bk vit. p. 326. 

6 «Sed cum ad urbem Aureliensem venisset, erat ea die solemnitas beati Martini, 
id est quarto nonas mensis quinti. Processitque in obviam eius immensa populi 
turba cum signis adque vixillis, canentes laudes. Et hinc lingua Syrorum, hinc 


Latinorum, hine etiam ipsorum Iudaeorum, in diversis laudibus varie concrepabat, 
dicens: Vivat rex, regnumque eius in populis annis innumeris dilatetur.” 


12—2 
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The only difficulty with such statements is that of determining 
whether the term Syrus means anything more than a Greek. It 
is certain that the Oriental influence in Gaul, say in the fifth 
century, was very great; but they do not seem to have discrimi- 
nated much between the various Eastern nationalities. Occasionally 
we meet with more specific statements. For example, there is 
the case of St Abraham, of whom Sidonius Apollinaris gives us 
an account. This good man came to France from the East, 
probably from the kingdom of Persia, having fled from the per- 
secutions brought on the Christian people beyond the Euphrates 
by King Isdigerdes (A.D. 420). He settled not far from Clermont, 
and built a church in honour of Sait Cyriacus, where miracles 
were performed after his death, if we may believe Gregory of Tours. 
Here then is a bona-fide case of an Eastern ascetic, a Syrian, 
transplanted into the very region to which our manuscript belongs: 
and we have no doubt that many more such cases occurred, and 
that communications between the East and the West were even 
more open in the first centuries of the Christian era than they 
are to-day. 

There is nothing, then, which is ἃ priori absurd or difficult 
in the theory that Syriac texts may have re-acted on the Western 
texts from which they were derived, whether those texts be found 
in Gaul or elsewhere. We are not limited to any possible influence 
of the immediate school of Irenaeus and his successors. Even 
political influences come to our aid in this investigation; for, as 
Duchesne points out®, we have to bear in mind that many reunions 
of Oriental bishops took place in Milan in the fourth century, 
and in particular that Auxentius, who was bishop of Milan from 
A.D, 355-374, was a Cappadocian. 

In dealing then with the Codex Bezae, which was certainly in 
Gaul in the sixth century and whose text may be under ancestral 
Gallican influences for some time before the sixth century, even if 
the translation itself be not primitively Gallican, we hold ourselves 
at liberty to use with freedom the hypothesis of Semitic re-actions 
on a Greek text. 


1 Sidonius, ep. 17; Tillemont, xv1. 257; Stokes, Ireland and the Celtic Church, 
p. 173. 
* Revue Critique for 15 July, 1890, 
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It is interesting to notice that a similar question has come up 
in connexion with the translation of Irenaeus and with the text of 
Irenaeus himself. Harvey, for instance, claims for Irenaeus “a 
respectable knowledge of the Hebrew tongue, and a very per- 
ceptible familiarity with the Scriptures of the New Testament in 
a Syriac version.” He even goes so far as to suggest that the 
name Irenaeus may be a substitute for some Semitic name; and 
says’: “S. Irenaeus, who was of eastern extraction, had in all pro- 
bability a more familiar acquaintance in his early years with some 
Syriac translation than with the Greek original of the Scriptures 
of the New Testament.” Accordingly he makes many attempts to 
shew how the Western readings of Irenaeus’ New Testament are 
to be arrived at by the process of corruption of Syriac texts: 
for example, in the opening words of Irenaeus’ preface the ex- 
pression λόγους ψευδεῖς καὶ γενεαλογίας ματαίας αἵτινες ζητήσεις 
μᾶλλον παρέχουσι is brought into harmony with the current 
Greek texts of the New Testament by equating ματαίας = ἐν ais 
ματαιότης = poal mhalaos = οὶ dul <aws, which is 
the Syriac equivalent for ἀπεράντους. And he applies the same 
method more or less successfully in a number of other cases. 

I do not however see that his method is very different from 
the general attempt to explain Western readings in the New 
Testament by means of Syriasms. It has been recognized that 
many of what are called Western readings are just as much 
Eastern readings; they are supposed by Dr Hort to have had , 
their origin in Asia Minor, while we, for our part, hold that they 
are truly Western: whichever of these hypotheses be correct, the 
affinity between the text of the Old Syriac and the Diatessaron 
of Tatian, and the so-called Western Greek and Latin versions, 
is so decided that they have to be treated together. Consequently 
there have from time to time been suggestions made that the 
texts of the New Testament which we call Western contain a 
Syriac element, which is something different from the Aramaisms 
that may have coloured the speech of the primitive evangelical 
writers ; an element which can be eliminated, and by the study of 
which we can explain the occurrence of some at least of the 


1 Harvey, Irenaeus, Ὁ. cliii. 
2 p. 1, note. 
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primitive and perplexing forms in the early text of the New 
Testament. 

Now, this hypothesis is a very inviting one and has engaged 
the attention of a number of writers, especially those who desired 
to explain the text of the Codex Bezae. For example, a reference 
may be made to I. D. Michaelis’ Introduction to the NV. T., and the 
notes of Herbert Marsh on the same’, from which we will quote a 
sentence or two by way of illustration. Michaelis speaks of the 
probability that 


The Syriac bas had an influence on the Latin, especially in those examples 
where an error is committed that might happen more easily to the Syrian 
than the Latin translator. The Latin text is properly a composition of 
several ancient Latin versions, one of which must have been made by a native 
Syrian, as appears from the Syriasms found in the Latin text of several 
ancient Mss. that greatly exceed in harshness the Syriasms of the Greek 
Testament: this Syriac translator was probably guided, in obscure passages, 
by the version of his own country, the effects of which appear to this very 
day in the Vulgate. 


But Michaelis does not push this theory to an extreme, for he 
recognizes that 


The wonderful harmony between the two most ancient versions of the New 
Testament, one of which was spread throughout Europe and the north of 
Africa, the other propagated from Edessa to China, could have had no other 
cause than similarity of the Greek mss. in the West of Europe and the East 
of Asia. 


Since Michaelis wrote these words the textual affinities have 
become more decided by the discovery of older forms of the Syriac 
version, yet it cannot be said that his hypothesis has been 
confirmed or demonstrated. 

Another hypothesis nearly related to that of Michaelis is that 
of Schulz, who in his discussion of our MS.” maintained 


Etiam Graecum codicis D sermonem ab interpretatione aliqua eaque 
Orientali (forsan Syra) primitus pependisse, aut eiusmodi versionem in ex- 
arando hocce libro...una cum Graeco quodam antigrapho adhibitam fuisse. 
Nam alia ratione sumpta haud facile crediderim solvi posse cuncta, quae 
libri mira indoles divinationi nostrae obiicit, aenigmata. 


1 Marsh’s Michaelis, Vol. 11. part 1, p. 26. 
2 Disputatio de Codice Cantabrigiensi, Wratislaviae, Mpcccxxvu. p. 16, 
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Schulz, then, in modern language maintains that the Western 
Greek text, as exhibited by D, is corrected from or conflate with 
a Syriac copy. But he does not do more in illustration of his 
thesis than collect a number of readings in which D and the 
Peshito Syriac agree. He could scarcely get to the heart of the 
mystery that way. 

Now, when we note these suggestions which are made in the 
hope of explaining Western readings, we ought to ask whether 
there is any promise of the obtaining of any further light in 
this direction, or whether, on the other hand, the idea of Syriac 
reaction upon Greek and Latin texts ought to be dismissed 
with as much confidence as we should, for example, dismiss 
the opinion of Kipling and Schulz that the Codex Bezae was 
written in Egypt, or Bengel’s view that it was related to the 
Anglo-Saxon. 

Now it seems to me that the best way to approach such an 
enquiry would be to examine the Codex Bezae for individual 
Syriasms, rather than for coincidences of reading with Syriac 
versions; just as we began our study of the Old Latin text 
by detecting some of its archaisms. 

For instance, when in John xi. 14 we have Lazar for the 
translation of Lazarus, and note the same error in the Old Latin 
Cod. a, which perhaps derives it from the same source as d, 
we may say that there is either a Syriasm or a Hebraism 
in the text, and apparently on the Latin side of the house. 
In Luke xii. 14 again we find in die sabbat, which need 
not be a scribe’s blunder. When we find in Luke ix. 1, καὶ 
ἐξουσιαν emt πασαν δαιμονιον we suspect that the feminine 
adjective is due to the Semitic; in fact the Curetonian text 
has in this place ssat. When, again, we frequently find the 
scribe of D spelling camellus instead of the conventional form, 
both in Greek and in Latin, and remember that the last letter of 


the Hebrew bp) is a double letter, we might perhaps suspect 
Semitic influence; but on the other hand observe it is the spelling 
of the Lyons Pentateuch and of some Romance languages. 
In Acts xiii. 6 we have 
ONOMATI KAAOYMENON BapiHCcoya 
NOMINE QVI VOCATVR BARIESVAM, 
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and the form of the name suggests at once a Syriasm both 
in the text and in the rendering. The true reading in this 
passage is very difficult to determine, but it seems as though 
some copyists had taken offence at the name βαριησοῦς in such a 
connexion and had deliberately changed it, something in the 
same way as the Rabbis changed Moses into Manasseh in the 
account of the idolatrous priest in the Old Testament; accordingly 
the Syriac version reads πάθας. ἜΞ or son of the Name. 
In the West, however, it seems to have been held sufficient 
to change the common Greek form ᾿Ιησοῦς to the Semitic form. 
There are, then, at least shadowy hints of non-primitive Syriasms. 

Now let us turn to a more decisive instance : 

In John xi. 54 we have 

ἀλλὰ ATTHABEN EIC THN χωρὰ 


ΟΔΛΛΦΟΥΡΕΙΝ EFFYC THC EPHMOY EIC εφρᾶιλλ AETOMENHN 


TTOAIN 
SED ABIIT IN REGIONEM 


SAPFVRIM IVXTA DESERTVM EFREM QVAE DICITVR 
CIVITAS. 

On this curious reading Dr Hort remarks as follows: “ perhaps 
a local tradition, though the name has not been identified with 
any certainty. Sepphoris is apparently excluded by its geo- 
graphical position.” 

It would be extremely interesting if tradition had here pre- 
served the name of our Lord’s brief sanctuary in a time of 
increasing hostility on the part of the Jewish rulers; but we are 
inclined to suspect that Σαμφῳφουρείμ is a mere corruption from the 
Syriac words answering to “whose name is Ephraim”; it is easy 
to see how a Syriac text which contained the words 


joi oman hors 


could be read as “the city of Samphurim.” 

Nor is this a mere random conjecture; notice how artificially 
the word has been thrust into the text so as to lengthen the line 
unreasonably, so that we might call it both in appearance and in 
matter a conflate text. And then let us pass on to another 
precisely similar instance. In Ephrem’s commentary on Tatian’s 
Harmony’ we find “Patres nostri in hoc monte adoraverunt. 

1 Ed. Moesinger, p. 142. 


DOES THE CODEX BEZAE SYRIACIZE ? 185 


Haec de Jacob et filiis ejus dixit, quia in Monte Sichem aut 
in Bethel aut in Monte Samgriazim adorarunt.” Ephrem is 
commenting upon the verse John iv. 20, and he is in some 
confusion as to the identification of the mountain, as to whether 
it be the mountain of Shechem which might mean either Ebal or 
Gerizim, or whether it means Bethel, or the mountain Samgriazim. 
Now this is a similar case to the preceding, and involves a 
misunderstanding of the Syriac words “ whose name is Gerizim,” 


Part, saws 


Of course it 1s possible that in either of the cases we have 
mentioned the letters Saw might be the first syllable of a lost 
- Σαμαρία, but the concurrence in error is so peculiar that we can 
hardly accept such an explanation, against the simple and natural 
one given above. 

In this last case Mar Ephrem is evidently perplexed about the 
name which, if his text had been quite clear, would have needed no 
comment ; that is, he found it in the text upon which he had been 
working, and we have therefore to suggest that Tatian had inserted 
the name of the mountain in his text. Such a proceeding would be 
quite in harmony with many of his other expansions and eluci- 
dations of the Scripture. But this drives us back to the first case ; 
for the two belong so suspiciously together that we are obliged 
to ask whether Sapudovpeiu is not also a corruption of a Tatian 
text. And this leads us again to the wider question; has the 
Tatian Harmony in any way reacted on the Western text? and are 
any of the assimilations or conflations in D due to reflex action 
from this source ? 

In Acts xiv. 27 we have 


ΔΝΉΓΓΕΙΛΟΝ OCA O OC ETTOIHCEN AYTOIC 
META TON Ψύχων AYTWN, 


where the reading has every appearance of conflation and is sin- 
gular to our MS. The ordinary reading ἐν αὐτοῖς seems to have 
been replaced by μετ᾽ αὐτῶν, which passed into the Syriac as 
« Amdo wax for μεθ᾽ ἑαυτῶν, and has come back to reside 
in a literal translation in the Greek text. 

These are the principal traces of actual Semitism which we 
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find in our Ms. Such as they are, they are either the accidents of 
a Semitic hand or they are reflex actions from the Tatian Harmony. 
It does not seem as though they constituted a general solution to 
the New Testament text riddle. 

If we had not known that the Ms. was French, we might 
possibly have urged that the use of de for a genetive was a form 
of speech to which a Semitic hand was disposed: ef. the Syriac 
use of the prefix x. Or we might have drawn attention to the 
use of the prosthetic vowel which prevails in Syriac as widely as 
in old French (e.g. carlo for στάδιον, calor for στοά, 
rasalwor for στοιχεῖα and the like). But we are satisfied 
that where such forms occur in our Ms. they are Gallicisms, even 
though they should occur in the Greek (as in Mark xi. 8, ἐστι- 
Baéas for στιβάδας). 

If we had not known, by examination, the extent to which the 
Latin had re-acted on the Greek, we should perhaps have been 
tempted with Kipling to scent Semitism in the recurrence and 
superfluity of the connective καί. But we see clearly that it 
arises from the translation of a participle and finite verb by two 
verbs with a conjunction, which said conjunction has a trick of 
returning on the Greek text. As to the instances brought forward 
by Michaelis and Harvey, they deserve a closer examination. Per- 
haps the best of them are as follows. 

In Mark 1. 411 the reading καὶ ὀργισθεὶς ἐκτείνας τὴν χεῖρα 
αὐτοῦ is explained by a confusion between πω and Ἑωΐ 
which would give the necessary σπλαγχνισθείς. 

We are convinced, however, that the real explanation is some- 
thing much more simple; it arose out of a misunderstanding of 
the African Latin motus, which was ambiguous in its meaning. 
If the reader will refer to the Acts of Perpetua he will find two 
instances of the use of the word. Inc. 3 we have 


“tune pater motus in hoc verbo” 
where the corresponding Greek is ταραχθείς, and in c. 13 


“et moti sumus et complexi illos sumus,” 


1 Marsh’s Michaelis, 11. 233. 
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where the Greek is σπλαγχνισθέντεςς. The word might be used 
both of passion and of compassion. 

We may be sure then that the primitive Latin text was motus, 
which was misunderstood by some later readers, and a correction 
imported into the Greek. We have a modern instance of the very 
same peculiarity in Zahn’s recent restoration of the text of Marcion1. 
Zahn quotes from Tertullian the following remark on Luke xiv. 21, 
“ Hoe ut patrifamiliae renuntiatum est, motus tunc (bene quod et 
motus, negat enim moveri deum suum, ita et hoc [v. 1. hic] meus 
est), mandat de plateis et vicis civitatis facere sublectionem”: 
and having established the word motus for Marcion’s text, which 
certainly looks as if Tertullian were quoting from a known Latin 
version, Zahn goes on to say: also sicherlich nicht ὀργισθείς. 
Accordingly he projects back an impossible κινηθείς upon Marcion’s 
text. A beautiful but unnecessary instance of modern Latinization! 

In Acts ii. 14, 

ΥΛΛΕΙΟ AE TON ATION Kat AIKAION 
EBAPYNATE 


VOS AVTEM IPSVM SANCTVM ET IVSTVM 
GRABASTIS, 


it is proposed to explain the reading by a change of 4a (negare) 
to saa (gravare). The reading is an important one?, on account 
of its occurrence in Irenaeus; we have already endeavoured to 
explain it nm a previous chapter as a Latinization of a misread 
Greek text. 
In Acts i. 17, 
ΟΤΙ YMEIC MEN KATA ALNOIAN ETTPAZATE TTONHpO 
WCTTEP KAl ΟἹ APYONTEC YMWN 
QVIA VOS 


G 
QVIDEM PER INORANTIAM EGISTIS INIQVITATEM 
SICVT ET PRINCIPES VESTRI, 


where the ἐπράξατε πονηρόν is said to be for | adsz.4, perhaps 


under the influence of ysz in the next line? But here too 


1 Geschichte des Neutestamentlichen Kanons Bd. ii. Zweite Hilfte, 1 Abtheilung, 
Ῥ. 478. 

* See Harvey, Irenaeus, 1. 55=Mass. 194. 

3 Harvey, Ibid. 
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we have probably nothing more than a reflex action from the 
translation into Latin. 

Many other cases may be found in Michaelis and in Harvey, but 
they are by no means as convincing as one has a right to expect. 
(Harvey’s textual criticism is never of a very high order.) We 
cannot then say that they or we have brought forward any clear 
evidence of wide-spread Syriacizing in the Codex Bezae. Sporadic 
traces there may be, and perhaps a few Tatianisms; but not 
much beside. The latter form of corruption may appear not only 
in the use of actual readings but perhaps also in the form of 
harmonistic confusion. - 

It is undeniable that there is a great deal of harmonistic error 
in the Codex Bezae. The only trouble in laying such errors at 
any individual door les in the fact that all Harmonists are 
likely to make certain combinations, and to some of them a scribe 
is hable who never used a Harmony in his life. We will point out 
a few cases of this tendency, without any desire to draw an extreme 
conclusion from them. 

In Luke xi. 30 there is added at the end of the verse, 


Kal KABWC TWNAC 
ΕΝ TH KOIAIA TOY KHTOYC ΕΓΕΝΕΤΟ 
TPIC HMEPAC Kal TPIC NYKTAC 
OYTWC KAI O YIOC TOY ANOPWTTOY EN TH ΓΗ. 


The appendix is a somewhat rude representation of Matt. x1. 40, 
and can scarcely be in its primitive form, one would think. But, 
in any case, in Tatian the passage Matt. xu. 40 followed Luke xii. 30, 
as we may see by a reference to the Arabic version published by 
Ciasca. 

In Luke xxiv. 1 we have the addition 


ΕΛΟΓΙΖΟΝΤΟ EN EAdYTAIC 
TIC APA ATTOKYAICE! TON AIOON. 


This is, perhaps, from Mark xvi. 38, and we notice that the 
Arabic Harmony puts the passages together: 
Luke xxiv. 1, 


portantes quae paraverant 
aromata ; 


DOES THE CODEX BEZAE SYRIACIZE ? 189 


Mark xvi. 3, 
et dicebant in semetipsis 
quis revolvet nobis lapidem 
ab ostio monumenti. 

Here D has the following of ὁ and the Sahidic, and we should 
prefer to believe that the error had a Latin origin, so as to agree 
with a previously observed delinquency of this group. But, on 
the other hand, it may be harmonistic. 

In Luke xix. 45 the text of D is very imvolved: he has 
expanded the account of the cleansing of the temple from John 
and Matthew ; but this need not surprise us; for Tatian regards 
the account m John as the same as that in the Synoptics, and 
welds the two stories together. - According to D then we have 

EAOWN AE EIC TO IEPON HPZATO EKBAAAEIN 
TOYC TTWAOYNTAC EN AYTW KAI AFOPAZONTAC 
KAl TAC TPATTEZAC TWN KOAAYBICTWN i 
EZEXEEN KAI TAC KABEAPAC TWN TTWAOYNTW 
TAC TIEPICTEPAC... 

Here we follow Luke as far as πωλοῦντας, where it is pretty 
evident that the text of Luke ended; the next words answer to 
Matt. xxi. 12, καὶ ἀγοράζοντας ἐν TO ἱερῷ Kal Tas τραπέζας τῶν 
κολλυβιστῶν, but here something has dropped out, probably the 
words κατέστρεψεν (from Matt.) and ὧν τὰ κέρματα (from John 11. 
15); ἐξέχεεν is from John, and the rest of the passage is from 
Matthew. 

We can now compare with the Arabic Tatian which shews 


et numularios quorum aes effudit et subvertit mensas et cathedras venden- 
tium columbas. 


It is then possible that a mental or an actual reference to 
Tatian, or to some other Harmonist, may be the cause of the 
expansion of the narrative. . 

The case of Luke xix. 27 is somewhat more difficult: we have 
Matt. xxv. 30 added at the end of the verse. Now, the Arabic 
Tatian carefully separates the two parables of the talents and the 
minae ; but, on the other hand, Zahn seems to think that in the 
primitive Tatian they formed part of one account. Accordingly 
_he shews how the passages run together in Ephrem’s Commentary 
and in the Homilies of Aphraates. In particular the text of Ephrem 
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ran thus (Moesinger, p. 218), “Talenta sua...abscondit illud... 
auferte ab illo talentum...sint lumbi vestri praecincti...et accensae 
lucernae vestrae,” where the beginning is from Matt. and the end 
from Luke. Now, if Tatian or some earlier Harmonist really 
joined the passages together, as we may well believe, we need 
not be surprised at the added verse in Cod. D. 

Other instances for study, in the line of harmonisation, will 
readily present themselves. We will examine one further case 
before leaving the point. 

Let us turn to Matt. xxvii. 8; we may verify the following state- 
ment from the forms of the Tatian Harmony that have come down 
to us, that Tatian not merely harmonised his four Gospels, but 
that he also expanded them, when he thought fit, from the Acts 
and Epistles. One such case is this apparently double account of 
the death of Judas, where Tatian appended the details which he 
found in the Acts (ἐλάκησε μέσος), as a post-mortem experience. 
Thus in Ephrem’s Commentary we have “abiit et se suspendit et 
mortuus est”; followed by references to Acts 1. 18. 

Now, when the scribe of the Bezan text copies Matt. xxvii. 8, 
he writes 


propter quod appellatus est ager ille « echeldemach hoc est ager sanguinis « 
usque in hodiernum. 


The peculiar spelling of echeldemach shews that we have here 
a transposition from the first chapter of the Acts: but this would 
be natural enough for Tatian, first, because we know he borrows 
from the account in Acts; next, because he was obliged to exhibit 
some such form in translating the Greek χωρίον αἵματος". 

Finally, it may be interesting to contrast the method of Tatian 
with that of the Western text; Tatian aims at supplementing 
the Gospel of Matthew from the other three: the Bezan text, 
which is conceivably Tatianized, makes its chief expansions in the 
text of Luke. 


11 pass by the difficult question as to the form of the word: merely saying here 
that I believe the primitive form was 27 bon the sleepers field or κοιμητήριον, 
which in Galilean patois was pronounced nearly as NID Gon. 


CHAPTER XIX. 


LocAL ORIGIN OF THE PRIMITIVE WESTERN TEXT OF THE 
ACTS. 


AND now we have at last succeeded in tracking the Western 
corruptions to their origin. At least we have gone so far with 
the matter as to say that we know to what cause (viz. systematic 
Latinization) to attribute the major part of the variants in the 
Acts of the Apostles: and although there is still much to be said 
with regard to the variants in the Western Gospels, I think 
we may safely attack the question of local origins, keeping our 
attention chiefly on the text of the Acts, and avoiding hasty 
generalisations with regard to the other parts of the New Testa- 
ment. We have shewn, as we believe, if the canon hold that 
community of reading implies community of origin, that the 
Old Latin texts are all from one fountain; however much they 
may have emended their Greek from their Latin, and translated 
and re-translated, they go back into a single root which we call 
the primitive Western bilingual. And this primitive bilingual 
must be very ancient. A study of its interpolations m Luke 
and the Acts shewed it to be a Montanist text, probably known — 
to the Martyrs of Carthage. A study of the relations between 1) 
and the Sahidic version intimates that it passed through the 
hands of those persons who made the eclectic Egyptian copies 
and versions; this carries it back beyond the time of Origen, who 
may be responsible for Alexandrian textual eclecticism, and who 
in any case was probably one of the worst textual critics the 
New Testament has ever had. The coincidences between D and 
Trenaeus take us again to a primitive translation that cannot 
be as late as the end of the second century. And finally, an 
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examination of the relics of Tatian’s Harmony and of the Syriac 
versions shews reason for believing that the bilingual, at least as 
far as concerns the Gospels, is older than Tatian!. 

But the actual determination of the local origin of the Latin 
text has been a problem that has hitherto defied solution; we 
must not even assume that the same origin will be the birthplace 
of the Latin Gospels and of the Latin Acts of the Apostles, 
nor that all the Gospels were primitively translated by the same 
hand and in the same place. 

Now, the right way to settle such a question does not consist 
in citing puzzling remarks of Augustine as to the relative merits 
of Italian and African texts, and the superior verbal fidelity of the 
African rendering: these criticisms only result from Augustine’s 
observation of discrepancy between texts current in North Africa 
and texts current in Italy in his own day: they are not scientific. 
It may be doubted whether Augustine or Jerome had the slightest 
idea as to where the New Testament was originally translated, 
or even that there was a single primitive translation. They 
merely saw a variety of types of Latin text around them, and 
they criticised them superficially and used them eclectically; 
Origen did much the same with the Greek texts in Alexandria. 

One of the first suggestions to occur in such an enquiry 
as this is that we should test the various texts for Africanism. 
Indeed this is the only course open to those who undertake to 


1 It is pleasing to find that at this point my researches lead to the same con- 
clusion as those of Resch. I am surprised at this, for in many points I suspect my 
results are fatal to some of his reasonings with regard to the uncanonical sources of 
the New Testament; but in the following points we seem to agree. 

Resch, Agrapha, pp. 350, 351, ‘‘ Es ist niimlich der Cod. Cantabr., oder vielmehr 
dessen Archetypus, mit welchem fast siimmtliche patristischen Citate, vorab simmt- 
liche lateinische zusammenhingen. Denn der Archetypus des Cod. D ist ohne 
Zweifel die Quelle der altlateinischen Versionen gewesen. Von diesen altlateinischen 
Versionen aber sind die lateinischen Autoren vor Hieronymus beherrscht, so nament- 
lich Tuvencus, Hilarius, Augustinus....... Nun es ist aber ausser Zweifel, dass der 
Archetypus des Cod. D, welcher bis in das zweite Jahrhundert zurtickzudatieren 
ist, auf die vornicaenischen Vater griechischer Zunge, vorab Clemens und Origenes, 
wie iiberhaupt auf die Alexandriner, grossen Einfluss ausgeiibt hat, dass er aber 
auch mit Tatian sich beriihrt, folglich bis in Iustins Zeiten seine Spuren zuriickyer- 
folgen lisst. Thatsiichlich schrumpft also die grésste Zahl der griechischen und 
lateinischen Payrallelcitate beinahe auf einen einzigen Hauptzeugen zusammen, wel- 
cher in einem Archetypus des Cod, D zu erkennen ist.”’ 
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prove that the primitive text is African. It is not enough 
for them to say, as they do, that Tertullian evidently knew of a 
translation of the New Testament: for the underlying assumption 
that this translation could only have been made shortly before 
Tertullian used it is not verifiable, and indeed it is probably far 
from the truth. The search for individual Africanisms has not, 
however, been a very successful thing. Some persons deny 
altogether the existence of an African dialect distinct from the 
Vulgar-Latin. But such a position is hardly a tenable one: it is 
surely impossible that the Latin spoken in a Punic country 
should shew no variations of style or matter from the Latin 
spoken amongst the Celts or the Lombards. 

The best investigation of the subject is that made by Sittl', 
who goes straight to the inscriptions for the peculiar forms of 
speech, and tests the literature by the inscriptions. But Sittl 
could find no satisfactory catalogue of Africanisms in the Old 
Latin texts, and while he admitted the substantial Africanism 
of some parts of the Latin Old Testament, and believed in the 
existence of a special version associated with Tertullian, he 
concluded that the so-called Italic version had its origin and 
home not in Africa but in Italy. He further conjectured that, if 
it had arisen in Rome, Augustine would have called it Romana 
and not Itala; and suggested some smaller Italian city—say 
Naples—as the centre of emanation of Latin texts. But, as we 
have already intimated, Augustine was not likely to know any- 
thing in the world about the primitive habitat of texts, so that 
this suggestion of Sittl is valueless. 

On the whole we must admit that no very definite conclusions 
have as yet been reached, and I propose to begin the exami- 
nation de novo, not with the hope of resolving the whole of the 
ambiguities of the ancient Western textual history, but because 
it is only by trying patiently to solve a part of the problem by 
a new examination, that the way can be made for some one else 
to solve the remaining part. 

Let us begin then with the Western text of the Acts of the 
Apostles, and confine our attention for the present to that. 
When we say that it is an early text, and that it is a Montanizing 

1 Die lokalen Verschiedenheiten der lateinischen Sprache, Erlangen, 1882. 
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text and a Latinizing text, there is nothing decisive as to locality 
about either of these statements: but we cannot be far wrong 
in adding that this practically shuts us up, in seeking for the 
centre of textual distribution, to the three cities, Rome, Lyons 
and Carthage: because all these Churches have a strong Latin 
element, and all of them Montanize, the order of intensity being 
probably Carthage, Lyons, Rome: each city furnishing one noted 
teacher at least, who was tinctured more or less completely with 
the Montanist ideas, viz.: Tertullian, Hermas, and Irenaeus, 
the order of intensity being that of the names. But before 
we can get any further, we must examine the data of the case 
more closely. 

We must not assume that these Montanist glosses are coeval 
or collocal with the primitive bilingual; but we may begin by 
saying that their distribution textually is very wide, and they 
must, as a body of glosses, be very early. Here we part company 
from Dr Salmon, who remarks that he has “found reason, on 
investigating the history of Montanism, which clearly is combated 
in the Muratorian fragment, to think that it did not make its 
appearance in the West until a little after the year 200°!” 

If a single one of the group of Montanist glosses be traced in 
the text of Tertullian, and another in the text of Irenaeus, it 
would be enough to prove that the Montanist edition of the Acts 
was much earlier than the year 200, and what becomes then of the 
theory of third-century Western Montanism? The fact is that 
neither the history nor the character of Montanism is as yet 
properly understood; the eyes of even judicious critics having 
been dimmed through a long heredity of heresy-hunting. But, 
when we once realize the fundamental spiritual aims of Monta- 
nism (instead of merely treating it as an outward division of the 
Church), however much such aims may be lable to fanatical 
extravagance, a number of difficulties become clear to us in the 
history and discipline of the Church, to say nothing of the illumi- 
nation thrown upon the text of the Codex Bezae. Every verse 
of the Old Testament, or of the New, which treats of the descent of 
the spirit of prophecy is a hinge in the Montanist system. If 


1 We may limit the Montanism of Irenaeus to the earlier years of his life. 
2 Introd. to New Test. p. 62. 
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they read in the Old Testament that the Sophia enters into holy 
souls in all ages and makes them friends of God and prophets, 
this magnificent statement is the reason why S. Priscilla says that 
Christ appeared to her in female form and imparted to her the 
Sophia? The passage in the book of Wisdom is seen to be a 
key-text, and so, when the Montanist glossator comes to the state- 
ment in the Acts that the opposers could not resist the wisdom 
that was in Stephen, he felt constrained to add a few remarks 
about the Sophia, which, as an imparted principle, dwelt in Stephen. 
We must also have a regard to Montanist proof-texts in the New 
Testament: for here one of the fundamental texts is John xvi. 8, 
“The Paraclete shall convince the world.” That is why the gloss 
in Acts vi. 10 adds the words “since they were convinced by 
Him,” meaning the Holy Spirit, and not Stephen; “quoniam 
probatur illis ab illo.” So that a study of a system of glosses like 
these in the Acts furnishes us with what we may call the quint- 
essence of the Montanist theology. 

No less light is thrown by the same study upon the difficult 
questions of textual criticism. Let us give a single illustration : 
the case of the famous interpolation (or omission) in John vu. 53— 
vill. 11. Dr Hort thinks that “few in ancient times, there is 
reason to think, would have found the section a stumbling-block 
except Montanists and Novatians”.” 

Evidently Dr Hort did not think that Montanist tampering 
with the text amounted to much; we on the contrary have found 
reason to believe that it was a very far-reaching influence: and ἡ 
that in the present imstance the Montanist Churches either did 
not receive this addition to the text, or else they are responsible 
for its omission ; but at the same time it can be shewn that they 
knew the passage perfectly well in the West; for the Latin 
glossator of the Acts has borrowed a few words from the section in 
Acts v. 18, 


ΚὰΙ ETTOPEYOH EIC EKACTOC EIC TA IAld 
ET ABIERVNT VNVSQVISQVE IN DOMICILIA®. 


1 Cf. Origen, Homil. in Jerem. xiv. 5, ris δὲ γεννᾷ προφήτας; ἡ σοφία τοῦ θεοῦ" 
ἔλεγεν οὖν τό Οἴμοι ἐγὼ μήτηρ, ws τίνα με ἔτεκες, ὦ σοφία ; 

2 Introd. Notes on Select Readings, p. 86. 

3 The origin of the gloss is confirmed by the words added a little lower down 


13—2 
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I think it may be safely said that more than forty of the trouble- 
some glosses in the Acts of the Apostles can be set down with a 
confidence that borders closely on certainty to the hand of the Latin 
Montanist referred to above. And nothing can be more important 
for the acquiring of right views with regard to the genesis of 
New Testament readings than such a fact as this. For the attes- 
tation of such a group of readings is demonstrably capable of 
combination and can be replaced by a single factor; and the 
evidence of this single factor, when it stands by itself, is of the 
nature of a proved corruption. 

The reader will be interested to work this point out for himself, 
and he will be surprised to find the power of this Montanised 
copy: he will find its influence in almost all Latin texts and 
fathers; he will trace it in Cod. E, which is probably a direct 
descendant of Codex Bezae, and in a stray cursive or two ; he will 
find it in the Sahidic and Ethiopic versions, shewing that it passed 
to Alexandria ; in the margin of the later Syriac, which represents 
a Greek Ms. which Thomas of Heraclea consulted in Alexandria; 
and probably in the Syriac text itself, perhaps in both of its 
recensions, though this is a point which may require more exami- 
nation. It will not, however, be found in the Great Uncials, nor 
in the ordinary Greek texts and fathers. Wide as its scope is, 
this text and its descendants are not universal in their influence. 
The lines on which it moves can be marked out, the areas over 
which it is current can be shaded in. And if this explanation be 
a correct one for the diffusion of the single group of readings 
referred to, then it is a vera causa for similar textual phenomena ; 
and we say unhesitatingly that the occurrence of a given reading in 


in the text; viz. éyepOevres τὸ πρωι, which is an adaptation of John yiii. 1. 
The man who made this addition not only knew the Gospel of John, but knew it 
in its (supposed) interpolated form. Moreover, it looks as though the interpolation 
was made from the Latin side. Thus our body of glosses furnishes important evi- 
dence for the antiquity of the doubtful section. 

Those who are interested in this particular subject will find that the semi- 
Montanist Hermas knows the disputed section; for in the fourth Mandate, Hermas 
discusses the problem of the woman who has been convicted of adultery, and the 
duties of the husband and wife are laid down by the Shepherd, who finally sums 
up his teaching by the words, οὐ δίδωμι ἀφορμὴν ἵνα αὕτη ἡ πρᾶξις οὕτως συντελῆται, 
ἀλλὰ εἰς τὸ μηκέτι ἁμαρτάνειν τὸν ἡμαρτηκότα. The disputed section was therefore 
known in Rome and to Hermas, 


WESTERN TEXT OF THE ACTS. 197 


Western teats and in the main body of the versions is no proof at 
all that the reading did not originate in Rome, or even Carthage, 
but rather 18. a suggestion to the contrary. 

We have only dealt hitherto with those glosses and changes 
which may be considered to be demonstrably Montanistic; it is 
probable that a number of the remaining textual excentricities in 
the Acts may have to be set down to the same cause; for it is 
extremely unlikely that we should always have been able to detect 
the glossator at his work, or that his corrections should always 
have been so highly coloured as to be capable of immediate 
identification. In any case, it can be proved that a number of 
the remaining glosses are from a Latin hand, whether contem- 
poraneous with the former or not. For example, the first four 
glosses in the Acts are as follows: 


Acts i. 2 et praecepit praedicare evangelium [lux: sah: Aug: Vig.Taps.]. 
1. 4 de ore meo [lux: aeth: Aug: Hil.]. 
i. 5 et eum accipere habetis [tol: Aug: Hil: Max.Taur.]. 
i. 5 usque ad pentecosten [sah: Aug. ]. 


Of these the first, third and fourth belong to the Latin Monta- 
nized edition. What of the second? Its attestation shews it to 
be as decidedly Latin as the first or third or fourth; in its nature 
it is evidently the mere paraphrase of a translator: we may con- 
clude then that it is a Latin gloss: whether it be by the Monta- 
nist hand or not, we can scarcely venture to say dogmatically ; 
but the attestation agrees very well with such a supposition. 

This belief in the fundamental Latinity of many of the eccentric 
Bezan readings is confirmed in another way: just as we were able 
to prove the Montanist glossator to be a Latin by the fact of the 
repetition of a clause of his text in the same Latin but in a differ- 
ent Greek dress, so we can argue for a number of readings in 
which the glosses in the Bezan text appear in a different Greek 
form elsewhere, as for instance in the Codex Laudianus. 

For example, in Acts 11. 13 the Latin gloss appears as in 
wudicvuum in e and in the Latin of Irenaeus, and in the equivalent 
in rtudicio of d; but the Greek in Codices DE is different; εἰς 
κρίσιν D; εἰς κριτήριον KE. Hence we see that the reading must 
be primitively Latin; and we shall probably be not far from the 
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mark when we say that Codex E is the resultant of two texts ; 
one a Greek text, and the other the detached Latin of a bilingual. | 
Another good example is Acts v. 15, where we have 


1) ἀπηλλάσσοντο yap ἀπὸ πάσης ἀσθενίας 
ὡς εἶχεν ἕκαστος αὐτῶν. 

ἘΞ καὶ ῥυσθῶσιν ἀπὸ πάσης ἀσθενίας 
ἧς εἶχεν. 

εἰ οὐ liberabantur ab omnem valetudinem 
quem habebant unusquisque eorum. 


e et liberarentur ab omni valetudine 
quam habebant. 


Here again it is clear that the Greek of E is a reformed 
rendering of what is substantially the same Latin as in the Bezan 
Codex. 

Or we may examine Acts v. 38, where E has changed the 
μιάναντες Tas χεῖρας = non coinquinatas manus of D into μολύνον- 
Tes Tas Yelpas=non coinquinantes manus. But this case is 
probably a part of a Montanist gloss which we have already dis- 
cussed ; so that we are the more sure here of the priority of the 
Latin. 

It will be seen then by what precedes that the Latin origin of 
others of the glosses in the Acts, besides those which are more 
definitely Montanistic, can be clearly established 1. 


1 The reasoning as to the fundamental Latinity of the Western text will apply 
also to those places in the Acts where the evidence of D, or of D and H, is not 
forthcoming, but where the attestation has otherwise the same constituents. 

For example, when we find in Acts xxvii. 15 after ἐπιδόντες the addition τῷ 
πλέοντι kal συστείλαντες τὰ ἱστία, we should handle the reading in the following 
manner. First, we note the curious form πλέοντι for πνέοντι, which we recognize to 
be the Bezan form from Luke xii. 55 (καὶ ὅταν νότον πλέοντα). It stands, therefore, 
as the equivalent for the Latin flanti, and the three Greek mss. 44, 112, 137, which 
testify in favour of πλέοντι, may be assumed to have taken it from the same source, 
namely the glossed bilingual. 

So much for the Greek spelling, which intimates a single Western copy, of the 
Bezan type. ‘Tischendorf points out that the evidence of the Heraclean Syriac is 
for a text flanti et collegimus artemonem. Here again the combination of authorities 
is undoubtedly Western; but it cannot be the earliest form of the gloss, for flanti 
without a substantive makes no sense. It must therefore be a corruption for flatui 
(FLANTI=FLAtyI). Accordingly we find in Bede the note ‘‘Haec alia translatio 
manifestius edidit: et arrepta navi cum non possent occurrere vento, commodata 
navi /latibus colligere vela coeperunt,” ‘The Greek text is therefore a literal trans- 
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With the view of confirming the reader’s belief in the funda- 
mental Latinity of these glosses, we will now draw attention to the 
remarkable results which follow from this analysis of the Latinizing 
factors, by turning to the passage Acts xiii. 12, 


IAWN AE O ANOYTIATOC 

TO ΓΕΓΟΝΟΟ EOBAYMACEN 

KAl ETTICTEYCEN TW θω 
EKTTAHCCOMENOC ETT! TH AIAAXH TOY KY 
TVNC CVM VIDISSET PROCONSVL 

QVOD FACTVM EST MIRATVS EST 

ET CREDIDIT IN DO 

STVPENS SVPER DOCTRINA DNI. 





First remark that the words ἐθαύμασεν καὶ and τῷ θεῷ are 
glosses. The latter is an obvious translator’s expansion and 
presents no difficulty. But the former is more obscure. Follow- 
ing the line of our previous experience with the glossed text, we 
suspect that we have here a double translation (or else an African 
pleonasm) in the rendering of ἐκπλησσόμενος by miratus est and 
stupens. If this be the true explanation we shall probably be able 
to support it by similar usage elsewhere. Let us turn to the 
Codex Bezae in Matt. xix. 25: here we have 


AKOYCANTEC AE Οἱ MABHTAI EZETTAHCCONTO 
Kal EPOBHOHCAN CHhoApa AEFONTEC 
AVDIENTES AVTEM DISCIPVLI STVPEBANT 

ET TIMVERVND VALDE DICENTES. 


lation of a misread Latin gloss. Other cases of the same kind can no doubt be 
given. £ 

If the reader is interested in tracing the glosses to their common origin, he is 
advised to fix his attention closely on the pair of companion mss. D and H, and to 
study their glosses side by side, as shewn above in our text. Another pretty case of 
the same phenomenon will be found in Acts xiv. 7, where D has 


Kal EKEINHOH OAON TO TIAHOOC ETT! TH AIAAXH 
o Ae TrAyAoc Kal BAPNABAC 

AleTPIBON EN AYCTPOIC 

ET COMMOTA EST OMNIS MVLTITVDO IN DOCTRINIS 
PAVLVS AVTEM ET BARNABAS 

MORAS FACIEBANT IN LYSTRIS, 


E reads τὸν λόγον τοῦ Θεοῦ: καὶ ἐξεπλήσσετο πᾶσα ἡ πολυπληθία ἐπὶ TH διδαχῇ 
αὐτῶν" ὁ δὲ Παῦλος καὶ Βαρνάβας διέτριβον ἐν Λύστροις, while his Latin is practically 
the same as that of Ὁ. 


200 LOCAL ORIGIN OF THE PRIMITIVE 


Now here the same verb ἐκπλήττομαι turns up, and again 
we have a gloss in the Greek text, viz. the word ἐφοβήθησαν. 
Evidently it is a case of double translation agreeing almost ver- 
batim with the former case ; and it is certain that the primitive 
Latin rendering was pleonastic, for on turning to Cod. Vercellensis 
we have mirabantur et timebant, and so in Cod. Veronensis : other 
Old Latin texts shew the same pleonasm, though some reduce 
it back to a single term, no doubt by omission of the alternative 
rendering, 

But if this reasoning be correct, since the pleonastic translation 
is found in Du bce ff? σ᾽ it must be a part of the primitive render- 
ing of the text of Matthew. And this arouses our suspicions that 
the original rendering in Matthew and the translation of the Acts 
are by the same hand; and that the particular gloss in the Acts 
of which we are speaking is due to the first translator. 

Nor is this all: for the gloss in Matthew found its way into 
the text of the Curetonian Syriac, which gives 


= alsra aac pcm sah 


So that we suspect that the Curetonian text was made from a 
Latinized copy. Moreover it is included in the preceding that the 
whole of the translation into Latin of the Gospels and Acts (more 
exactly, Matthew and Acts) is earlier than the Curetonian Syriac}. 

There are doubtless many other cases of these pleonastic trans- 
lations in the Gospels (as distinct from conflations), and we can 
sometimes detect them by noticing that separate Latin copies take 
up detached parts of an extant pleonastic rendering. For instance, 
if we find in Codex Bezae the form possessionem heredetatis for 
κληρονομίαν (as in Acts vil. 5), we may be pretty sure that 
Cod. E which is related to D will drop one or other of the words, 
and, as a matter of fact, on turning to the Codex we find that he 
contents himself with hereditatem. No doubt there is much to 
be done in the study of the parallel Latin versions, with a view to 
the detection of the pleonasms and barbarisms of the first render- 
ing. The foregoing instance is given, as has been said, merely as 
a suggestion of the right method of procedure, and of the results 

' The Arabic Tatian in the parallel passage Mark x. 26 shews a similar render- 
ing of ἐξεπλήσσοντο, admirabantur...iam timidi. 
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that will follow. For the present, however, all that we need to 
deduce from the study of the case with which we started is that 
it furnishes no exception to the theory that the major part of 
the glosses in the Greek text of the Acts are primitively Latin 
glosses. 

One other remarkable case of Latin glossing shall be given, 
before we plunge deeper into the question of local and temporal 
origins for the Latin text of the Acts; it is the gloss in Acts 
sais ΤῸ": 

et cum exissent descenderunt septem grados 
et processerunt gradum unum. 
I must confess that there are few things that have so deceived 
me in the Bezan text as this gloss about the seven steps of the 
prison at Jerusalem has done. Its innocent touch of originality 
had almost led me to join Bornemann in his worship of the 
Western idol. But we are saved by the study of other passages, 
from which we have learned that we must not expect in such 
a text to find the footprints of a commentator who had been 
in the prison at Jerusalem and had counted the steps as he came 
out. And knowing, as we do, that in one passage at least, and 
probably in a number of others, in the Gospel of Luke the text 
has Homerized, we see our way to explain the perplexing inter- 
polation. First, we fix our minds upon the Latin text, which 
is clearly not the same as the Greek. On the hypothesis that 
the Greek is a rendering of the Latin, we need not assume that 
it was nécessary to write τοὺς ζ΄ βαθμούς: it will be sufficient 
to translate septem gradus without the article; ‘they (Peter 
and the angel) came down seven steps and went on one step.’ 
The writer is imitating Poseidon’s descent from the mountains of 


Thrace (liad xi. 17), 


Αὐτίκα δ᾽ ἐξ ὄρεος κατεβήσετο παιπαλόεντος 

Κραιπνὰ ποσὶ προβιβάς, τρέμε δ᾽ οὔρεα μακρὰ καὶ ὕλη, 

Τρὶς μὲν ὀρέξατ᾽ ἰών, τὸ δὲ τέτρατον ἵκετο τέκμωρ. 
And just as Poseidon makes his descent with a hop, skip and 
jump from Samos to Aegae, so rapidly does the angel carry 
_ Peter from the middle of the prison into the heart of the city. 
Notice the concurrence of the language, 


\ 
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κατεβήσετο = descenderunt = κατέβησαν. 
προβιβάς =processerunt = προσῆλθαν. 


The change in the numbers, from three steps and a step to 
seven steps and a step, is suggestive of metrical exigency, just as 
we found in the passage borrowed from the story of Polyphemus, 
where twenty carts had replaced the two and twenty carts of 
Homer, in order to make a Latin hexameter. We may suspect 
then that here the same hand has been at work as we detected 
in the Gospel of Luke’, It is a case of the use of a Latin metrical 


1 It may be asked, what was it that provoked Homerization of the passage in 
the first instance? In the Polyphemus passage it is the cave and the great stone; 
but what was the motive here? Iam inclined to believe that the first thing which 
drew the attention of the annotator was the abrupt introduction of the ἄγγελος 
Kupiov. To one accustomed to pagan literature this would easily recall Hermes ; 
and that the writer did make the mental connection with the winged herald of the 
gods, will be seen from the fact that he immediately alters the text from πατάξας 
τὴν πλευρὰν Tod Ilérpou to νύξας δὲ κτὲ (=pungens autem latus Petri). In other 
words the ἄγγελος wakes Peter by a thrust of his wand and not by a stroke of his 
hand. Readers of Homer will recall at once the conventional description of the 
ἄγγελος. 

εἵλετο δὲ ῥάβδον, THT ἀνδρῶν ὄμματα θέλγει 

ὧν ἐθέλει, τοὺς δ᾽ αὖτε καὶ ὑπν ὠοντας ἐγείρει" 

τὴν μετὰ χερσὶν ἔχων πέτετο κρατὺς ᾿Αργειφόντης. 
(11. χχιν. 848.) 
(Od. ν. 47.) 


This explains the perplexing νύξας, of which 1. D. Michaelis rightly said in his 
Curae in Versionem Syriacam, p. 107, “ΗΟ sine dubio ex latinizante codice corruptus 
est Syrus. Cum enim solus Cantabrigiensis legat νύξας, pungens, quam lectionem ex 
latinis patribus Lucifer Calaritanus expressit, Syrus habet ea yoR=pupugit illum 
atque ex ipso olim expresserat Arabs.” Strange to say, Lagarde seems to have 
accepted νύξας as the primitive reading ! 

Returning to our commentator, the next thing that would strike him would be 
the directions given by the ἄγγελος κυρίου to Peter; calcia te calciamenta again 
suggests Homer, and the idea that Peter and the angel are going to fly through the 
air: we have only to recall the description given by Homer of the flights of Pallas 
and Hermes : 

αὐτίκ᾽ ἔπειθ᾽ ὑπὸ ποσσὶν ἐδήσατο καλὰ πέδιλα 
ἀμβρόσια, χρύσεια, τά μιν φέρον ἠμὲν ἐφ᾽ ὑγρὴν 
ἠδ᾽ ἐπ᾽ ἀπείρονα γαῖαν dua πνοιῇς ἀνέμοιο. 

The escape of Peter was then a genuine flight, in which he was assisted (i) by 
the presence of the angel, (ii) by the use of his sandals. We are thus able to explain 
all the perplexing corruptions in the passage. They are due to a Homerizing Latin 
scribe. 
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text of the New Testament, or of glosses from a Latin translation 
of Homer. In any case, I think we may feel some confidence 
in the theory which asserts the priority of the Latin glosses over 
their Greek conjugates. 

- But ought we not to go one step further, though I can 
well imagine some one suggesting that the steps already taken 
are sufficiently Olympic, and may we not in the final stride 
perhaps touch the goal? The writer who inserted that picture 
of a flight from prison into the city lived in a place where 
the prison was high above the city, and overlooked it: how else 
could he have used the word κατέβη or thought of Poseidon’s 
descent from Olympus? He must have been in some city where 
people went up when they were committed to prison, and came 
down when they recovered their freedom. Such a case as that of 
S. Perpetua at Carthage suits the description, where the prison 
was on the Byrsa, hundreds of feet above the town, so that 
Perpetua describes the visit of her father to her in the words 
‘de civitate...ascendit ad me.’ The suggestion, then, arises that 
perhaps the glossator in question was a Carthaginian. So we are 
brought back again to the question of the African origin of the 
Western text, and we must proceed to test for Africanisms, to the 
best of our limited ability. 

Bearing in mind, then, the fundamental Latinity of nine 
tenths of the Western readings, let us turn to the gloss in 
Acts xv. 11, 

CYNKATATEDEMENWN AE TWN TIPECBYTEPWN 
TOIC Υ7τ0 TOY TIETPOY ΕἸΡΗΛΛΕΝΟΙΟ 
DESPONENTES AVTEM PRESBYTEROS 

ΟΥ̓ΔῈ A PETRO DICEBANTYVR. 

Here the Latin shews the remarkable feature of the accusative 
absolute instead of the ablative absolute. Now there is some 
reason to believe this usage to be an Africanism: the Corpus 
Inscriptionum shews eight cases of the peculiarity amongst the 
African inscriptions; and I see that Haussleiter in his tract 
on the Versions of Hermas! maintains that this is the most 
certain of Africanisms: “in certissimis Africae testimoniis nume- 
randam esse puto miram accusativi absoluti pro ablativo absoluto 


! De versionibus Pastoris Hermae Latinis, Ὁ. 44. 
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positi constructionem ; quam, si inscriptionum latinarum volumina 
adhuc iuris publici facta perlustres, nusquam nisi in titulis 
Africis animadvertes. Ut legimus in titulo publico ¢ ἃ. 290 
(nr. 8924) (Aurelius Litua), qui...rebelles caesos, multos etiam 
et vivos adprehensos sed et praedas actas, repressa desperatione 
eorum victoriam reportaverit.” Haussleiter is using the point 
in proof of his thesis of the Africanism of the Palatine Version of 
Hermas: and if his argument be a correct one, we must apply it 
to the case which we are discussing: let us see then whether 
there are any other cases of the kind, excluding of course such as 
arise from the intrusion or extrusion of a silent final m’. 
In Acts xx. 12 we find the gloss 


ACTTAZOMENWN AE AYTWN 
SALVTANTES AVTE[M E]oS, 


which is another case of the same kind. 
It may be urged that salutantes here is not really an accusative 
but a nominative, as is shewn by the following line 


ADDVXERVNT IVVENEM VIVENTEM, 


but we must remember that it has been rendered into Greek 
from the Latin as a genetive absolute, which is somewhat of 
a presumption in favour of the opinion that it was meant for 
anh accusative. 

In Acts v. 38 we have the curious gloss 


MH MIANANTEC TAC XEIPAC 
NON COINQVINATAS MANVS. 


Here again the Latin text has suspiciously the appearance 
of an accusative absolute, though the Greek has rendered as 
if it read coinquinantes, which we should certainly have expected. 
Further, we have in Acts xiv. 19, 


MORAS FACIENTES EOS ET DOCENTES 


as the equivalent of a Greek genetive absolute. 

Here then we have two clear cases, and two doubtful cases, 
of accusative absolute on the part of the translator or glossator ; 
and this certainly invites the hypothesis that we have definite 


| e.g, Acts ii, 33, pollicitationem sps sancti accepta. 
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traces of Africanism. Let us see whether there are any other 
cases in the rest of the text. 
Acts 11. 7 is doubtful 


et adpraehensum eum dextera manu suscitabit, 


A more likely instance is Acts xvi. 37 


anetios caesos nos publice 
indemnatos homines 
romanos ciues miserunt in carcerem, 


but even this is not perfectly conclusive. It is conceivable 
that the same idea of the equivalence of the accusative and 
ablative when used absolutely is responsible for the rendering 
in Acts xix. 29, where we have 

macedonibus comitibus pauli, 
as a rendering of 


Μακεδόνας συνεκδήμους Παύλου. 


But it must be admitted that we have a very decided suggestion 
of the existence in the Acts of the supposed African accusative 
absolute, especially in the glosses. 
Possibly the Gospels may furnish us with some cases: e.g. there 
is John xii. 37, 
TOCAYTA AE AYTOY CHMIA TTETTOIHKOTOC 
TANTA AVTEM AB ILLO SIGNA FACTA, 


which looks extremely like the accusative absolute 
Again, in Matt. xvii. 9, 

ET DESCENDENTES DE MONTE 

PRAECEPIT EIS DICENS IHS, 


where descendentes is the equivalent of καταβαινόντων αὐτῶν, but 
the Greek text has been corrected back from the Latin so as only 
to shew καταβαίνοντες". 


1 Tn the nature of the case such forms would rapidly be eliminated; and perhaps 
we ought to be surprised that there are so many traces of them left. Sometimes we 
may find the accusative absolute in the very article of death and disappearance. A 
case may be taken in Acts xiv. 20, where I feel pretty confident that the detached 
nominative absolute 

CIRCVMEYNTES ENIM DISCIPVLI EIVS 


is a correction for an accusative. Here, too, the reader will find his Greek text 
coloured. 
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We must not, however, put more weight than it will bear on 
the theory of the Africanism of the accusative absolute. If Hauss- 
leiter’s criterion is a correct one, it is so for the first centuries of 
the era. Later on we find cases of it in Merovingian documents, 
as Diez shews (Gramm. der Rom. Sprdchen, 11. 267). But most 
of the cases given by Diez are cases where there is no longer any 
distinction between accusative and ablative, the m of the accusative 
not being sonant: eg. adprehensum unum rusticum de civitate 
acceptum ab eo pacis praetium, etc. More important are two 
instances from Bréquigny’s Diplomata dated in 543 (illas inspectas), 
and in 712 (inspectas ipsas praeceptiones): but these seem to be 
legal formule, and so are not perhaps to be judged by grammatical 
standards. Our position is this, that the Old Latin texts of the 
New Testament shew primitive traces of the use of the accusative 
absolute, and that there is reason to believe the early accusative 
absolute to be African. 

It is interesting to observe how near Middleton came to de- 
tecting this Latin accusative absolute in Codex Bezae: for he says 
(Greek Article, p. 480), “ ἐξελθόντα (in Mark xi. 12) appears to me 
to be here purposely employed in the sense of a Genitive absolute, 
and the following passage is similar in a degree which can hardly 
be imputed to accident: in Luke ix. 37...if κατελθόντα αὐτὸν do 
not mean guum descendisset 1 can make nothing of the place... 
no critic, I presume, will wish to regard them as examples of the 
elegant attic accusative absolute.” 

Let us turn to the other peculiarities which are supposed to 
characterize the African dialect. 

Of these the most striking is the so-called twmor Africanus ; 
which consists in the conjunction of a substantive with a synonymous 
genetive (e.g. avaritiae cupido, feritatis crudelitas, ete.1). 

Let us see whether any of these are found in our texts. We 
naturally suppose that in a literal translation they will hardly 
occur ; and moreover, if they do occur, the reviser who equalizes 
the Greek and Latin texts by the law of numerical justice, will 
probably excise them. But let us, at all events, examine the 
matter: for we may find traces of the original rendering. 


1 For examples, ef. Sittl, p. 93. 
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Acts vi. 5, 


et non dedit ei possessionem heredetatis in ea, 


where the single Greek word κληρονομίαν is rendered by the 
double expression in Latin. And we may also note the double 
translation hereditate possidete in Matt. xxv. 34. 

It is quite possible that this mannerism is at the root of the 
perplexing reading in Acts vil. 46, where we have 


et petiit tabernaculum inuenire 
sedes domui iacob. 


Here we have a double rendering of σκήνωμα, and the second 
rendering is itself a double translation and is African, for domui 
is a genetive formation in the vulgar Latin (e.g. Luke ix. 55, 
nescitis cuius spuritui estis; Mark i. 17, quod est filius tonitruz). 
But if such a rendering had ever stood in the text, it was almost 
certain to appear in the Greek as τῷ οἴκῳ; and this is actually 
found (horresco referens !) in NBH as well as in Codex D. 

Possibly we might apply the same method to Acts xi. 15, 


ANApEeC AAEAMO! EI TIC ECTIN λόγου COdiac 
VIRI FRATRES SI QVIS EST SERMO ET INTELLECTVS. 


Here the original Greek is certainly λόγος, without σοφίας; and 
one of two things has happened; either λόγος has been rendered 
by a double translation sermo et intellectus, which would thus con- 
tain the two possible meanings of λόγος ; or else sermo intellectus 
is a pleonastic translation of λόγος, which would explain how the 
genetive σοφίας crept in, if we allow for a subsequent corruption 
of λόγος. But the first explanation may seem to many persons 
the more natural one. 

In xix. 9 we have 


ENWTTION TOY πληθογα 
IN CONSPECTV MVLTITVDINIS GENTIVM, 


and a subsequent insertion of τῶν εθνῶν in the Greek: but here 
the double genetive may conceivably, though I do not believe it, 
be nothing more than a conflation of two separate translations. 
Acts xx. 19, 
META TIACHC TATTEINOMPPOCYNHC 
ΟΥ̓ OMNI HVMILITATI SENSVI, 
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where sensui is a genetive, is somewhat more like the African 
pleonastic usage, but, inasmuch as the two words are not equivalent, 
and both of them underlie the Greek, it would hardly be fair 
to call it a case of tumor Africanus. But, taking all the cases 
together, I think we have suggestions of something more than 
conflation. The same suspicion of African pleonasm is aroused in 
the text of the Gospels. 

An interesting case, but again not a conclusive one, will be 
found in Mark ui. 5, 


MET OPFHC CYNAYTTOYMENOC 
CVM IRA INDIGNATIONIS, 


where a word seems to have dropped after indignationis, in which 
case we should have a double rendering, in true African style, of 
ὀργῆς. 

So in Luke xvi. 24, we have τῇ φλογὶ ταύτη rendered by 
in ustione ignis hujus. 


In Mark vi. 43, 


KAL HPAN KAACMATO)N 

ΙΒ - KOMINOYC TIAHPEIC 

ET SVSTVLERVNT FRAGMENTORVM 
XII + COFINOS PLENOS. 

Here, as we may see by reference to the other Old Latin texts 
(af f?g¢g g ὁ 1), the original κλάσματα was translated by reliquias 
Jragmentorum. Our text erases the first word (as also do ὁ ὁ q) 
and then changes the Greek of the second. 

Other forms of pleonasm are current in African writers, such 
as the use of a synonymous adjective with a substantive, or of 
synonymous substantives or adjectives with no conjunction. In 
examining such cases in the Codex Bezae, the same uncertainty 
attaches to the matter as we have pointed out above; we are not 
able without a close study of documents to distinguish a pleonasm 
from a conflate translation. We shall content ourselves with point- 
ing out a few scattered instances in the Μ8., leaving the reader to 
draw thg conclusion. 

Johf&¥ xvii. 23, 

INA WCIN TETEAIWMENO! 





VT SINT PERFECTI CONSVMMATI. 
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John v. 2, 


ΕΝ TH TIPOBATIKH KOAYMBHOPA 
IN NATATORIA PISCINA, 


where a word seems to have been dropped before natatoria. (Cf. 
Actus Petri cum Simone c. xii. piscinae adjacenti natatoriae.) 
Luke xx. 24, 


figuram cuius habet imaginem et superinscriptionem. 


Mark x. 18, 


nisi solus unus deus, 


where the pleonasm has coloured the Greek. 
Luke viii. 8, 
cecidit super terram bonam et uberam, 
which goes back into the Greek as 
ἔπεσεν ἐπὶ τὴν γῆν καλὴν Kal ἀγαθήν, 


where ἀγαθήν is usually said to result from assimilation to the 
parallel gospels. 

In Mark vi. 51 we have an original text καὶ λίαν ἐν ἑαυτοῖς 
rendered by et plus magis inter se, and the effect of the pleonasm 
is to throw back an additional περισσῶς on the Greek text. 
In the Bezan text we find only περισσῶς extant; in NBLA 
we have λίαν only, which seems to be the original reading, 
but the Latin texts keep the pleonasm with much constancy 
(cf. a f φ' g? tq which read plus magis, and e which has magis 
plus). But perhaps the best proof of the correctness of this theory 
of pleonastic African renderings with subsequent reflexion on the 
Greek text, will be to take a case which has hitherto baffled 
all explanation, and to indicate the progressive degeneration of 
the Western text. 

Few passages have caused me so much perplexity as 
Luke xii. 8, 

CKAYO) περὶ AYTHN Kal BAAW KOPINON 
KOTTPIG@)N 


FODIAM CIRCA ILLAM ET MITTAM QVALVM 
STERCORIS. 







The word used by D (qualum) means a wicker-basket, 's 


C. B. 
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been changed in the other Western texts into cofinwm agreeably 
to the Greek in Cod. Bezae; thus we find 

cofinum stercoris 
inabcf fil and ¢. 

Now in such cases, if the Bezan Latin shews a different word 
from the other Latin codices, it will generally be found that 
the Bezan word is the older form; but how in the present case 
are we to explain either of the forms? We suspect, by long 
experience, that κόφινον in the Greek is merely a reflexion from 
the Latin, but why should the Western translator render κόπρια 
by qualum stercoris ? 

The answer is that he used the pleonastic form 


squalem stercoris, 


and the word squalem early became corrupted into qualum'. 

Another verification of the theory may be found in the fact 
that where the primitive Latin rendering is suspected to be 
pleonastic we find the oldest Latin texts divide on the reading, 
one half of the reading being preserved in one group of texts and 
the other half of the reading being preserved in another ; so that, 
while at first sight it seems as if we had two independent 
translations, a closer examination shews the disjecta membra of a 
single rendering. A good instance for study will be found in the 
translations of κληρονομέω, κληρονομία. In Matt. v. 4 we have in 
d hereditabunt, and in b possidebunt, while the original pleonasm is 
preserved in a, hereditate possidebunt. Or take the case of Mark x. 
22, where an original translation of κτήματα in the sense of ‘real 
and personal estate’ appears in the versions as follows: b has 
multas pecunias et agros; k the nearly equivalent multas divitias 
et agros; while d only shews multas pecunias, but has in its Greek 
a reflected χρήματα, which has displaced the original κτήματα. 

This bifurcation of the Latin versions is very noticeable with 
the adverbs and conjunctions” which, as Sittl points out, are 
often used pleonastically in the African dialect. For example, 
5100] quotes 

licet et 


1 Curiously Tischendorf quotes the ms. as actually reading squalum, but there is 
no trace of an ‘s’ in the text. 


* The simplest case of the kind is perhaps Acts xvii. 23, inveni etiam et aram. 
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from Tert. De Virg. Vel. § 6 where we have perhaps the remains 
of a primitive 
licet etsi ; 
and from the African Latin of the commentary of Theodore of 
Mopsuestia on the Pauline epistles, he quotes 
licet si (p. 202, 18), 
and 
licet si et (p. 197, 12), 
which are cases, certainly of pleonasm, and probably of the 
tautological form 
licet: etsi. 
What shall we say then of Mark vi. 23 which in the Codex Bezae 


reads 
licet dimidium regni mei, 


where licet is supported also by a ὁ 4 vg; while, on the εἶδος 
hand, the mss. 6 ὁ ff? give 

etiamsi, 
and g' has preserved 

licet etsi, 
which has a suspicious appearance of being the primitive 
pleonasm ? 

Three verses lower down in the same chapter, we find again a 

curious bifurcation in the testimony, for ὦ, supported by ὃ, reads 


et contristatus est rex 
mox audiit, 


but ὁ ff? replace mow by ut. 

The earliest form of the gloss (for it is a gloss, though it 
has been carried over into the Beza Greek as ὡς ἤκουσεν) was 
probably 

mox ut audiit, 
and in fact the codex g? has preserved the double reading’. 

We say, then, that both the Acts and the Gospels arouse 
suspicions of African pleonasm?. 

1 These minute pleonasms meet us at all points in African documents and give 
rise to much confusion: there is a curious case in the Muratorian Canon, where se 
publicare vero arises out of a pleonastic sed publicari vero. 


2 Compare also what has been said above, p. 199, Ὁ the double renderings of 
ἐκπλήττεσθαι. 


14—2 
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In the use of the degrees of comparison Sittl points out many 
peculiarities in African writers, though he is careful not to commit 
himself to the theory that the forms are exclusively African. 

Such are the intensification of a comparative by magis and 
plus ; the unsymmetrical use of connected adjectives in different 
degrees of comparison; the use of the genetive of comparison ; 
comparatives constructed with a and ab; the use of comparatives 
and superlatives in the place of adjectives of the positive degree 
ete. For my own part, I cannot think that we are yet in a 
position to speak of such things positively as Africanisms, though 
they look very like it; yet there are many instances in the 
Codex Bezae which would fall under one or other of Sittl’s classi- 
fications. 

For example, Matt. xi. 42, plus conae is a genetive of com- 
parison, taken over from the Greek. 

Matt. xi. 45 peiora privribus shews a comparative where we 
should expect a positive in a literal translation (τῶν πρώτων). 

The same verse shews et generationt huic pessimae, which is a 
possible African superlative for πονηρᾷ. 

Matt. xxii. 36 gives us quod mandatum in lege maius (μεγάλη). 

Matt. xi. 48 collegerunt meliora in vasis, 

John xii. 16 neque apostolus maior eius qui misit ewm. 

Luke vi. 28 qui minor est eius in regno caelorum. 

Matt. x11. 6 quia a templo maior est hic. 

The usage of the last case a templo may be the direct result of 
Punic influence: cf. the Hebrew comparative formed by prefixing 
the preposition ἰδ. 

Two interesting cases of the same kind occur in the Ziegler 
fragments of the Pauline Epp., viz. 2 Cor. i. 5 nihil minus...ab his 
qui valde sunt apostoli, and Heb. vii. 26 altiorem a caelis. These 
Ziegler texts are to be reckoned as African. 

Now let us review the course of the argument as regards the 
origin of the Western text of the Acts. 

The text was Montanized at a very early date, and the 
Montanist glosses shew a decided use of the African accusative 
absolute. We, therefore, ascribe the Montanization to an African 
hand. 

Of the other glosses we find some which, while not definitely 


WESTERN TEXT OF THE ACTS. 913 


Montanistic, are suspiciously Carthaginian. For example, there is 
the case of Peter flying down to the city from the prison. We 
have also the case of pleonastic translations which are best 
explained as Africanisms. One of these, viz. the expansion of the 
Latin and Greek im Acts xi. 12, is suspected of being a primitive 
feature of the Latin text. It is possible, then, that we have 
to describe the Codex Bezae as a Carthaginian text which has 
been glossed by (mainly) Carthaginian hands. But if this be so, 
the text must have passed at a very early period in its history to 
Rome ; for it became diffused (with the major part of its glosses) 
over the whole of the Western world, to say nothing of Upper 
Egypt and Syria. Moreover there is one passage in the Acts 
which seems to imply that the Codex Bezae or one of its ancestors 
actually passed through Rome. I refer to Acts xvi. 2 


χωριΖεοθὰι TTANTAC 10YAAIOYC ATTO THC PG)MHC 
DISCEDERE OMNES IVDAEOS EX VRBEM. 


Now in Carthage ex urbe does not mean the same thing as ἀπὸ 
τῆς Ῥώμης. We can see this in a variety of ways. For instance, 
in the Acts of Perpetua ἀπὸ τῆς πόλεως (if any argument can be 
drawn from the Greek form: for the words are not in the Latin) 
probably means simply Carthage. Again, if Haussleiter’s theory 
of the African origin of the Palatine version of Hermas be correct, 
the opening words of the book shew us the rendering of εἰς 
“Ῥώμην by in urbe Roma. A Roman translator would probably 
have simply said in wrbe. We might also refer to the Muratorian 
Canon for similar renderings, but this we will not do, because 
it is not yet agreed whether the original of the Canon was in 
prose, nor whether its translation into Latin is of Roman or 
African origin}. 

We suspect, then, that the first translator of the Acts wrote 
ex urbe Roma; and that Roma was afterwards removed, possibly 
to balance the Greek and Latin texts, but more likely because the 
text had itself passed to Rome, where ew urbe was sufficient. 
Now, if the Montanized recension of the Acts passed to Rome 
it is clear from the diffusion of the text that it must have passed 


1 Moreover the Muratorian Canon shews both forms: “‘profectionem Pauli ab 
urbe,” and ““ temporibus nostris in urbe Roma,” ‘“‘cathedra urbis Romae.” 
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there very early, and have become the official Latin text. And 
this would seem to require that it was introduced at Rome 
when Montanism was in the ascendant there. The most likely 
period for this is the episcopate of Soter or Eleutherus. Tertullian 
tells us that when Praxeas came to Rome he persuaded the 
Roman bishop, who favoured the Montanists of Asia, and acknow- 
ledged the prophetic gifts of SS. Montanus, Priscilla and Maxi- 
milla, to recede from that position and recall the letters of peace 
which he had issued. In this way, says Tertullian, Praxeas 
“put to flight the Paraclete.” This means that, historically, 
Montanism was at its highest point in Rome under a certain 
bishop, who is unhappily nameless. It is not an easy matter to 
determine which Roman bishop is meant. The evidence of the 
early Church would seem to point to Soter; for Praedestinatus 
tells us that Soter wrote against the Montanists and that 
Tertullian wrote against Soter’. This would place the maaimum 
of Roman Montanism between the dates 160 and 170 A.D. 
Modern opinion, however, has inclined to see the bishop in question 
in the successor of Soter, Eleutherus, which would bring us to a 
slightly later date. The reader will, however, see that we cannot 
well go farther down in date consistently with the belief in the 
diffusion of the Montanized copy, which was known to Irenaeus 
when he wrote his treatise on Heresies, which Harvey places 
between 182 and 188. It seems to be difficult to place the 
Montanized Roman edition later than 170 A.D., and it may be 
a decade earlier. And then behind this glossed edition we have 
the unglossed (probably) Carthaginian text which must be a 
number of years earlier. How many years shall we say? Festina 
lente. 


1 Praedest. Haer. 26 and 86. 
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FURTHER ATTEMPTS AT CLASSIFICATION OF THE GLOSSES IN THE 
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WE will now try to carry the classification of the glosses in the 
Acts a step further: and by means of the unity of the attestations, 
the similarity of the doctrinal tendencies, and the parallelisms in 
the Greek or Latin texts of the glosses, we shall be able to reduce 
all or nearly all of these glosses to their proper groups. 

First we will make a list of the principal glosses accompanied 
by the chief of the attesting authorities as given by Tischendorf, 
printing them in Latin where there is some good reason to believe 
them to have originated in that language, and in Greek when the 
matter is more doubtful. For convenience of reference we number 
the glosses successively as they occur in the text: 


Acts 
1 i.2 et praecepit praedicare evangelium D lux sah Aug Vig-Taps 
2 1.4 de ore meo D lux aeth Aug Hil 
3 i.5 et eum accipere habetis D tol Aug Hil Max-Taur 
4 ~ i.5 usque ad pentecosten D sah Aug 
5 1.12 τὸ διάστημα ὅσον δυνατὸν ᾿Ιουδαῖον 40 aeth 
περιπατεῖν 
6 ii. 1 καὶ ἐγένετο ἐν ταῖς ἡμέραις ἐκείνας D 
7 ii. 38 hoc donum quod DE tol sah syr** syr’** 
ar® Tren Did Amb Phi- 
last 
8 li. 37 τότε πάντες οἱ συνελθόντες καὶ D syr?™ 
9 ii. 37 οὖ quidam ex ipsis D 
10 ii. 57 ostendite nobis DE tol syr’™ Aug 
11 ii. 41 οὖ credentes D syr’™ Aug 
12 iii. 1 ἐν δὲ ταῖς ἡμέραις ἐκείναις D 


13 lil. 1 τὸ δειλεινόν D 
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Acts 
inh, 5 
ili. 7 

ii. 11 

mn 19 

iil. 17 


Ξ 
-- 
Oo 


οὗτος ἀτενίσας τοῖς ὀφθαλμοῖς αὐτοῦ 
stetit et 

ἐκπορευομένου δὲ τοῦ Πέτρου κτέ 

in judicium 


πονηρόν 


« ΄ 
πρὸς τοὺς πατέρας ἡμών 
τὰ ῥήματα ταῦτα 


a vobis 


ποιῆσαι 7 

συγκατατιθεμένων δὲ αὐτῶν τῇ γνώμῃ 
et cognovissent dei virtutem 

per spiritum sanctum 


omni volenti credere 

et non erat accusatio in eis ulla 

ἐπερωτήσω σε: εἰ ἄρα 

et liberabantur ab omne valetudine 
quem habebat unusquisque eo- 
rum 

et abierunt unusquisque in domi- 
cilia 

exurgentes ante lucem 

et aperuissent carcerem 

ad principes et concilium 

αὐτὸς Ot αὐτοῦ 

ἀδελφοί 

non coinquinatas manus 

nec vos nec imperatores nec reges : 
discedite ergo ab hominibus istis 

ἀπόστολοι 

ἐν τῇ διακονίᾳ τῶν ἑβραίων 

τί οὖν ἔστιν 

τῶν μαθητῶν 

per nomen domini [esu Christi 

quae erat in eo 

sancto 

quoniam probatur illis ab Ilo cum 
omni fiducia 

non potentes autem resistere veri- 
tati 

adversum eum 


GLOSSES IN 


D reg 

D reg 

D reg 

DE syr’™ Tren 

D syr’™ Tren Aug Am- 
brst 

DE sah aeth Tren 

D reg /syr™ syr’™ ar? 
Thphyl 

DE reg syr™ aeth’” ar® 
Tren Cyp 

D reg 

D reg syr’™ Lucif 

D 

[reading early and attest- 
ation confused] 

DE Iren Aug 

DE Cyp Ambr Zeno 

D 

DE Lucif vg 


D 


D 

D syr” vg 

D sah 

1D} 

D 

DE 

DE syr’ demid 
D syr’ demid 33™ 180 
D syr? 180 

D 

D 

D 

DE sah syr? 180 
DE 

DE vg 

DE syr’™ 


DE syr’™ bohem 


D aeth 
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ἐστῶτος ἐν μέσῳ αὐτῶν 

καὶ οἱ πατέρες ἡμῶν οἱ πρὸ ἡμῶν 

πρὸς αὐτόν 

παρὰ τὸν ποταμόν 

καὶ ἔκρυψεν αὐτὸν ἐν τῇ ἄμμῳ 
; Ξ 

τι ποιειτε 

καὶ ἐγένετο φωνὴ πρὸς αὐτόν 

qui manserunt Hierusalem 

ὡς δὲ ἤκουον 

rogando et 

παρακαλῶ 

τούτων τῶν κακῶν 

ὃς πολλὰ κλαίων οὐ διελύμπανεν 

respondens dixit Philippus: 5] 
credis ex toto corde tuo licet : 
et respondens spado ait: credo 
filium dei esse Christum Jesum 

σκληρόν σοι πρὸς κέντρα λακτίξειν 

σκληρόν σοι κτὲ i 

cum omni fiducia 

quum autem esset Petrus Lyddae 

in nomine domini nostri Jesu 
Christi 

προσεγγίζοντος δὲ τοῦ Πέτρου κτέ 

melius 

παρακαλῶν ἐλθεῖν πρὸς ἡμᾶς 

ἐν τάχει 

διὰ ἱκανοῦ χρόνου ἠθέλησεν πορευ- 
θῆναι 

καὶ προσφωνήσας...χάριν τοῦ Θεοῦ 

ut non daret eis spiritum sanctum 
credentibus in eum 

ἀκούσας δὲ ὅτι SavAos κτέ 

erat autem magna exultatio; re- 
vertentibus autem nobis 

ev τῇ Ιουδαίᾳ 

comprehensio ejus 

ἐπὶ TOUS πιστούς 

Petro 

descenderunt septem grados et 
[processerunt] gradum [unum] 

forsitam 

ἐξ ἀμφοτέρων τῶν πόλεων 


» ΄“΄ ΄“ 
καταλλαγέντος δὲ αὐτοῦ τοῖς Τυρίοις 


Pally) 


D 

DE syr’ Aug 

D Tren 

DE syr? 

D aeth 

D 

D 

D sah Aug 

D syr* ar? aeth 

D 

D syr? 137 180 Const 

DE 

ID) spy 

E vg demid tol arm syr? 
Iren Cyp Thphyl 


E syr*” syr? ar® 

vg tol syr? 

Tren 

syr? 

sah syr? arm Amb Cyp 


D syr?™ 
D Aug 
7) συνε 
D 

D syr? 


D syr? 
D syr’? bohem Aug 


1) syn 
D Aug 


D syr? 
Disyrez 
Dsyr?™= 

D sah syr’ aeth 
D 


D syr*™ ar® 
D syr” 
D syr’ 
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Acts 


xii. 
ΧΙ]. 


23 
23 


xiii. 8 


xiii. 
xiii. 
xiii. 
xiii. 
xiii. 
Xili. 


15 
19 
28 
41 
4 
44 


καταβὰς ἀπὸ τοῦ βήματος 

ἔτι ζῶν καὶ οὕτως 

quoniam libenter audiebat eos 

[λόγου] καὶ σοφίας 

τῶν ἀλλοφύλων 

κρίναντες αὐτὸν παρέδωκαν 

καὶ ἐσίγησαν 

ἐγένετο δὲ καθ᾽ ὅλης κτὲ 

πολύν τε λόγον ποιησαμένου περὶ 
τοῦ κυ 

contradicentes et 

tribulationem magnam 

οἱ δὲ ἀρχισυνάγωγοι...δικαίων 

ὁ δὲ κύριος ἔδωκεν ταχὺ εἰρήνην 

adherentes propter verbum dei 

[verbum dei.] et commota est 
omnis multitudo in doctrinis. 
Paulus autem et Barnabas moras 
faciebant in Lystris 

ὑπάρχων ἐν φόβῳ 

ἀτενίσας δὲ ὁ Παῦλος 


\ ΄ > we, Cae 
σοι λέγω εν τῷ ονοματι του KU LIU χυ 


moras facientes eos et docentes 
evangelizantes eos 
μετὰ τῶν ψυχῶν αὐτῶν 
καὶ περιπατῆτε 
ἔλεγεν γὰρ ὁ Παῦλος... ἀπὸ Ἴερου- 
σαλήμ 
“ lol Neer) > r 
ὅπως κριθῶσιν ἐπ᾽ αὐτοῖς 
Ἀν σα + ~ » 
καὶ ὅτι ἤνοιξεν τοῖς ἔθνεσιν θύραν 
πίστεως 
« ‘ ‘4 
οἱ δὲ mapayyeiiartes...tovs πρεσ- 
βυτέρους 
ἐν πνεύματι 
΄ \ “ , 
συγκατατεθεμένων δὲ τῶν πρεσβυτέ- 
ρὼν τοῖς ὑπὸ τοῦ Πέτρου εἰρημένοις 
surgens 
AeA ‘ , A we 
καὶ ὅσα μὴ θέλουσιν...μὴ ποιεῖτε 
ἐπιστολὴν περιέχουσαν τάδε 
εἰς πάντα πειρασμόν 
, ‘A , ec 
καὶ ὅσα μὴ θέλετε κτὲ 
ferentes in sancto spiritu 
> « ΄ > , 
ev ἡμέραις ὀλίγαις 


D 

D 

DE syr? 
D 

D syr’ 
D 

D syr? 
DE syr? 
D[E] 


DEIP syr? Chr 
D 

D [syr?™] 

DE demid syr™ 
D syr’™ 

DE 


DE 

DE 

CDE sah syr™ syr’™ arm 
[Tren] 

CDE syr?™ arm 81" etc. 

D syr? 

D 

D sah syr’™ 

D syr?™ 


D syr? 137 
HL ete. Thphyl 


D syr’™ 


D syr’™ 137 
D syr? 


D syr* 

D sah aeth Iren 

CD sah aeth syr?’™ 

DE syr’™ 137 

D sah syr? aeth Iren Cyp 
D Iren Tert 

D 


119 
120 
121 
122 


123 


124 
125 


126 
127 


128 
129 
130 
131 
132 
133 


134 
135 
136 


137 


138 
139 
140 


141 
142 


143 
144 
145 
146 


147 
148 
149 
150 


xvi. 1 
xvi. 4 


Xvi. 9 


XVI. 


XV1. 
Xvi. 
Xvi. 
XV1. 
XVI. 
XV1. 


XVI. 
ΧΥΪ. 
XVI. 


10 


11 
16 
19 
92 
90 
35 


35 
39 
39 


xvi. 40 


Xvil. 6 


Xvll. 
Xvil. 


XVIi. 
XVii. 


Xvi. 


12 
12 


13 
15 


19 


Xvill. 2 
XVlil. 4 
XVlil. 6 


Xviil. 8 


XViil. 
XVill. 
XVlil. 


11 
12 
12 
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pleni spiritu sancto 
ἔδοξε δὲ τῷ Sida ἐπιμεῖναι αὐτοῦ 
μόνος δὲ Ἰούδας ἐπορεύθη 
εἰς ὃ ἐπέμφθησαν, τοῦτον μὴ εἶναι 
σὺν αὐτοῖς 
παραδίδους τὰς ἐντολὰς τῶν πρεσβυ- 
τέρων 
διελθὼν δὲ τὰ ἔθνη ταῦτα 
cum omni fiducia dominum Jesum 
Christum simul tradentes et 
κατὰ πρόσωπον αὐτοῦ 
exurgens ergo enarrabit visum 
nobis et intellegimus quoniam 
provocavit nos dominus 
τῇ δὲ ἐπαύριον 
per hoe 
e > > don 
ns εἶχαν Ou αὐτῆς 
κράζοντες 
τοὺς λοιποὺς ἀσφαλισάμενος 
= c . IAIN \ bee. 
συνῆλθον οἱ στρατηγοὶ ἐπὶ τὸ αὐτὸ 
εἰς τὴν ἀγοράν, καὶ ἀναμνησθέντες 
A A A , > / 
τὸν σεισμὸν τὸν γεγονότα ἐφοβή- 
θησαν 
ovs ἐχθὲς παρέλαβες 
παραγενόμενοι μετὰ φίλων πολλῶν 
ἠγνοήσαμεν τὰ καθ᾽ ὑμᾶς ὅτι ἐστὲ 
LA , c 
ἄνδρες δίκαιοι κτὲ 
ἰδόντες τοὺς ἀδελφοὺς διηγήσαντο 
ὅσα κτὲ 
et dicentes 
quidam vero credere noluerunt 
et viri et mulheres pleres credide- 
runt 
ov διελίμπανον 
παρῆλθεν δὲ τὴν Θεσσαλίαν" ἐκωλύθη 
Ν 2 3 AY ’ Ν / 
yap εἰς αὐτοὺς κηρύξαι τὸν λόγον 
cogitantes et 
a A , > A ΕῚ fe 
ol καὶ κατῴκησαν εἰς THY Axatay 
et interponens nomen domini Jesu 
- ‘ , vA Ὧν 
πολλοῦ δὲ λόγου γεινομένου καὶ γρα- 
Pav διερμηνευομένων 
per nomen dni nostri ihu xpi 
ev Κορίνθῳ 
συνλαλήσαντες μεθ᾽ ἑαυτῶν 
καὶ ἐπιθέντες τὰς χεῖρας 


D 

CD sah aeth cop syr? 
D tol arm 

D tol 


D tol syr’™ 


Τὴ syr?™ 
Disyreze 


D syr? 
D sah 


D syr’™ 137 


D syr? 137 
D 
D syr? 137 


D 


D 
D 137 
D 


D syr™ ar® 
D 


D syr® 137 
D syr?™ 
D syr?™ 
Τὴ syr?™ 


D syr?™ 137 

D syr™ syr? ar® aeth 
D 

D sah syr” 


178 


179 


180 
18] 
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XViil. 
XVlil. 
XVill. 
XViil. 


XVili. 
XVlii. 
XVili. 
XVlil. 


ΧΙΧ. 


xix. 


xix. 


ΧΙ, 


13 
19 
25 
26 


x. 8 
2 9 


14 


14 


(repeated 
from v. 13) 


ΧΙΣ: 
ΠΣ 
xix. 


20 
25 


28 


RX 


XX. 
XX. 
XX. 
xX. 


12 
18 
24 
24 


ΧΧΙ J 


xxl 


XX. 


XXli. 


Xxill 
XXiil. 


. 


10 


28 


9 


94 


clamantes et 
‘ ΄- » , U 

kai τῷ ἐπιόντι σαββάτῳ 

ἐν τῇ πατρίδι 

ἐν δὲ τῇ ᾿Εφέσῳ...συνκατανεύσαντος 
δὲ αὐτοῦ 

ἐν Κορίνθῳ 

a 3 ΄ bY * 

ὅπως ἀποδέξωνται Tov ἄνδρα 

> ‘ > + 

εἰς τὴν Axatay 

διαλεγόμενος καὶ 

volente vero Paulo...reverti 
Asiam 

[neque spiritum sanctum] acci- 
piunt quidam [audivimus] 


in 


εἰς ἄφεσιν ἁμαρτιῶν 

ἑτέραις 

et sentiebant in seipsis quod et 
interpretabantur illis hi ipsi: 
quidam autem [prophetabant] 

cum fiducia magna 

τινὸς ἀπὸ ὧρας ε΄ ἕως δεκάτης 

et introierunt...coeperunt invocare 
nomen 

praecipimustibi[per]Jesu[m]quem 
Paulus praedicat 


et fides dei convalescebat 

συντεχνῖται 

δραμόντες εἰς τὸ ἄμφοδον 

εἶπεν δὲ τὸ πνεῦμα αὐτῷ 

ἀσπαζομένων δὲ αὐτῶν 

ὡς τριετίαν ἢ καὶ πλεῖον 

τοῦ λόγου 

Ιουδαίοις καὶ Ἕλλησιν 

καὶ Μύρα 

sequenti autem die ambulavimus 
viam nostram 

et cum venerunt in quendam civi- 
tatem fuimus 

quam facile civem Romanum te 
dicis 

quid est in hoc 

ἐφοβήθη yap μήποτε 


᾽ ν ς᾽ 9 ΄“ » “ A 
αὐτὸν οἱ Ιουδαῖοι ATOKTEVWMOL Καὶ 


« , 
αἀρπάσαντες 


αὐτὸς μεταξὺ ἔγκλημα ἔχῃ ὡς ἀρ- 
γύριον εἰληφώς 


GLOSSES IN 


D 


D sah syr?’™ 137 


D 
D syr?™ 


D syr?™: 
D.syr?™ 
D 

D 137 
Day 


D 


D syr? 
D sah syr?™ 
sy 


D syr?™ 
D 137 syr’™ 
10 τε τε 


Disyr?* 


D 

D sah syr? 
D syr?™ 137 
D syr’™ 

D 

D 


D tol Lucif Amb 


D sah Lucif 
D sah 

D 

Disyr* 


bohem Beda 


syn ar® 
syr’ 137 
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182 xxiv. 10 defensionem habere prose: statum syr’™ 
autem assumens divinum dixit 
ex multis annis es judex 

188 xxiv. 27 τὸν δὲ Παῦλον εἴασεν ἐν τηρήσει διὰ = syr?™ 137 

: Δρουσίλλαν 

184 xxv. 8 illi qui votum fecerant quomodo syr?’™ 
obtinerent...ut in manibus suis 
esset 

185 xxv. 25 et hic ut traderem ete. etc. syr’™ bohem 

186 xxvii. 15 flanti (1. flatui) et collegimus syr’ 137 c** Beda 
artemonem 

187 xxvii. 41 eo ubi syrtis syr? 

188 xxvill. 30 ᾿Ιουδαίους τε καὶ Ἕλληνας tol syr? 137 οἷν 

189 xxviii. 31 quoniam hic est Christus syr’ demid tol bohem 

190 xxvii. 31 per quem incipiet totus mundus syr?’ demid tol 


judicari 


Here then are 190 selected glosses from the Acts, of which 
probably none will find a defender; so that they are not really 
various readings at all, but portions of commentary. 

Let us now see whether and how far these are reducible to 


distinct hands, in the manner which has been pointed out pre- 
viously. We quote the glosses by the numbers prefixed to them, 
and group them by their peculiarities in doctrine, language, and 
attestation, the classification being less certain where the number 
is placed within brackets. For convenience we will attach to the 
separate glossators a Greek letter. 


a. The following glosses are Montanistic. 


(a) Doctrine of the Reception of the Paraclete emphasized, and other 
allusions to the influence of the Spirit, as Energy, Sophia &c. : 
3. 4. [7] 24. [25] 43. 44. 45. 73. 110. 117. 119. 159. 160. 171 
Doctrine of prophecy and of the reception of prophetic gifts : 
75. 119. 163 
Doctrine of the power of the sacred Name: 
42, 66. 101. 145. 147. [166] 


(0) 
(c) 
(αὐ Visions and their manner of interpretation : 
127 
(6) Doctrine of παρρησία: 
37. 45. 64. 125. [164] 
Probably gloss 37 carries with it the previous gloss 36. 
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(7) Sharp distinction between believers and unbelievers, and necessity 
for faith with baptism : 
9. 11. 26. 61. 139. 140. [168] 


(g) Contempt for runaways: 
122 


(kh) Glosses to emphasize the fact that the Apostles preached the Gospel, 
to wit, the Word of the Lord and the Person of the Lord: 


1. 92. 97. 98. 125 


(Ὁ Glosses to get rid of the bareness and unspirituality of the decree of 
the Council at Jerusalem : 
1159. 116.117 


(4) Similarity of attestation brings together such passages as 
1. [2] 3. 
B. The following gloss belongs to the person whom I distin- 


guish as the Homerizer: 
80 


y. The following are probably due to double translations, 
pleonasms, &c. of the first translator : 


10. 15. 17. [35] 47. 50. [51] 57. 58. 59. 69. 70. [76] 79. 81. 87. 98. 94. 
105. 112. 129. [130] 131. 138. 143, 148. 151. 156. 162 


The following pairs of glosses fall together, from the coinci- 
dences in language : 
ὃ. 60 and 141 (διαλιμπάνω). 
Ε. 72 and 92 (multum verbum faciens). 
s, The following are likely to be by the same hand, since they 
involve obscure assimilations to the text of the Gospels : 
30 (which carries 31 with it). 86. 98 
ζ. The two following glosses, which speak of the believers as 
the just men, probably go together : 
95. 136 
η. The following involve textual repetitions in the Latin, made 
necessary In most cases by the interpolation of glosses, and giving 
rise to two types of Greek : 
37. 46. [98] 167 
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0. Glosses of the nature of lectionary prefaces, or reader’s 
expansions and connections : 
6. [8] 12. 16. 65. [71] 118. 124. 128. [146] 148. 155 and perhaps 
others. 
-t. A group of bold and startling expansions of the narrative, 
the major part of which certainly proceeded from a common hand: 
[32] [33] [59] 60. 74. [82] 83. 84. 85. 96. 106. 109. [120] [121] 132. 133. 


134. 135. 136. 142. 144. 154. [155] 156. 157. 158. [159] 165. 170. 177. 178. 
179. 181. 182. 183. 184. 185 


The remainder of the glosses are difficult to classify. 


Now let us see whether these ten imagined glossators, whom 
we have selected from the conceivable 190 hands in the text, can 
be connected with one another. 

If we turn to the group of glosses in Acts vi. 10, we havea 
natural feeling that they all belong to the same hand, for they 
occur at the same place, and have a common tendency: it seems 
reasonable to believe therefore that gloss 46 which is a mere 
repetition in the Latin belongs with 43, 44, 45 which rendered it 
necessary. This makes the glossator 7 the same as a. 

Again a comparison of glosses 97 and 98 shews the common 
connecting term “the word of God”: it is likely then that these 
are by the same hand; for they are nearly adjacent in the text, 
and have a common idea. Hence we have placed 97 and 98 under 
a(h): but 7 also contains 98 (on suspicion); and this agrees with 
what has just been deduced that ἡ and ἃ are the same hand. 

But 98 also turns up in 5 on the ground of its imitation of a 
sentence in the Gospels. 

It may, therefore, be said tentatively that as are one and the 
same. 

The identity of ἡ with a would seem to follow also from the 
fact that it contaims the gloss 37, which is one of the very decided 
cases of the παρρησία which so often occurs in our text. 

Let us say, then, tentatively that the groups of glosses are not 
all independent; but that the most important of them are the 
translator (γ), the Montanist (a+s +7), the Homerizer (@), a scribe 
who has lectionary usage in his mind (0), and a daring commen- 
tator (v). 
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We credit the Montanist now with the glosses 


1. [2] 3. 4. [7] 9. 11. 24. [25] 26. 30. 31. 36. 37. 42. 43. 44. 45. 46. 61. 

64. 66. 72. 78. 16. 86. 92. 95. 97. 98. 101. 110. [111] 113. 116. 117. 119. 

122, 125, 127. 136. 139. 140. 145. 147. 159. 160. 163. [164] [166] 167. [168] 

171. [172] 

Now let us see how the attestation of these errors is grouped: 
we have traces of the Montanizer in 

CDE 137 lux tol reg demid sah aeth syr*™ ar® syr’®* syr’™ bohem 

Iren Tert Cyp Aug Vig-Taps Hil Did Amb Philastr Max-Taur. 

Now the doubtful members in this very Western group are 
Codex C and the Peshito Syriac with its daughter the Arabic. It 
is hard to believe in the dependence of their text on the Monta- 
nized text when they occur so rarely in support of special readings. 

The examination shews that Codex C only attests the gloss 
101, and syr*™ the two glosses 7,101, and the Arabic the gloss 7. 
It would seem then that these two glosses are wrongly included 
in the body of the Montanist readings. We therefore detach them, 
and assign them provisionally to some earlier date. 

This allows us to make the provisional statement that the 
Western elements in Cod. C, and the primitive Syriac translation, 
are earlier than the Western Montanist glosses. 

But we can, upon this hypothesis, make the chronological land- 
marks more conspicuous. For we know that gloss 80 antedates 
the Syriac translation which took up and transmitted the νύξας of 
the Homerizer: we say then that the chronological order (since the 
Homerizer is certainly a Latin) is 


Latin translation, 

Homeric gloss, 

Primitive Syriac. 

Now let us turn for a moment to the glosses which are attested 

by Cod. C. We find that they are five in number, viz. 101, 102, 
108, 114, 120. And it is possible that these Western elements 
of Cod. C are antecedent to the Latin rendering, though they 
belong to the Western text, geographically speaking. They shew 
no decided traces of Latinism, for the gloss 102, which is the most 
likely to be primitive Latin, may very likely be a part of the first 
translation, and have been found in the translator’s Greek. 
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We say then, still in a tentative manner, that the probable 
order in time is 
Western glosses of Cod. C, 
Latin translation, 
Homeric gloss, 
Primitive Syriac, 
Montanist glosses. 
Now the Sahidic glosses have been shewn to contain a large 
proportion of the Montanist element: we recognize the Sahidic 
and its companion the Ethiopic in such a group as 


1. [2] 42. 66. 118. 116. 127. 


There is no mistaking the significance of this evidence: we 
cannot easily evade the conclusion that the Sahidic text is later 
in date than the body of the Montanist glosses. We, therefore, 
add the Sahidic to the previous list, so as to give 


Western glosses of Cod. C, 
Latin translation, 
Homeric gloss, 

Primitive Syriac, 
Montanist glosses, 

Sahidic version. 


It will be remembered that we assign the Montanizer roughly 
to the date 160 A.D. or a little later. The original Latin 
rendermg must evidently be many years earlier; indeed we sus- 
pect that it must have been in existence in the early part of 
the second century. But the reader will have seen that we have 
not pretended that our investigation is complete, or that our con- 
clusions are final. We are throwing lines across chasms which we 


hope to bridge by-and-bye. 


CHAPTER XXII. 


LOCAL AND TEMPORAL ORIGIN OF THE PRIMITIVE WESTERN 
TEXT OF THE GOSPELS. 


WHEN we pass to the text of the Gospels, we are discussing 
very much the same problem as the preceding ; for the probability 
is very high that the translation of the Acts of the Apostles 
is only a sequel and complement to the rendering of the Gospels 
into the vulgar tongue. The translation of the Gospels might 
be perhaps the earlier work, but that is all the difference. Hence 
there is a presumption that if the Acts of the Apostles in its 
Latin dress passed from Carthage to Rome, the Gospels had 
preceded it; or if Rome was the place of publication for the one, 
it was probably so for the other. We can, if we wish, leave 
the exact direction of motion of the primitive copy an open 
question, until a definite conclusion forces itself upon us. 

But in approaching the subject on its own merits, apart from 
such suggestions as have been presented in the previous enquiry, 
we have a harder problem in some respects in the case of the 
Gospels than in that of the Acts. For, although there are 
numerous glosses in the Gospels, they do not shew the same 
unity of design, nor the same definiteness as to the time and 
place of production, as do the Montanist glosses in the Acts. 
There is, indeed, one striking Western reading which is perhaps 
Montanistic ; I mean that beautiful variation of the Lord’s prayer 
which replaced the two clauses 

ἁγιασθήτω τὸ ὄνομά σου" 
ἐλθέτω ἡ βασιλεία σου" 
by the single sentence 
ἐλθέτω τὸ ἅγιον πνεῦμα ἐφ᾽ ἡμᾶς 
καὶ καθαρισάτω ἡμᾶς. 
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Now this variation, which in the form we have given is taken 
from Gregory of Nyssa (De Orat. Dom. § 3), was known both 
to Tertullian and to the ancestry of Codex Bezae1. The former 
appears by a reference to Tertullian’s treatise against Marcion 
(iv. 26) where, in discussing the successive clauses in the Lord’s 
prayer (and we see no reason to assume that it was Marcion’s 
text rather than his own), he proceeds in the following order 
“Cui dicam, pater?...A quo spiritum sanctum postulem ?...Eius 
regnum optabo venire, quem numquam regem gloriae audivi?... 
Quis dabit mihi panem quotidianum...?” Here Tertullian has 
certainly explained the second clause of the Lord’s prayer in 
harmony with the peculiar form preserved by Gregory of Nyssa. 
And, as I think Dr Sanday pointed out, there are signs in 
the text of Cod. Bezae that something of the same kind once 
stood here: for we have in Luke xi. 2 : 


APIACOHTW ONOMA COY Ed HMAC 
SANCTIFICETVR NOMEN TVVM SVPER NOS. 


(The article is omitted, as commonly in D, being unbalanced in the 
Latin.) We may then, I think, say we have here either a Monta- 
nistic or a Marcionite gloss: the former, if it belongs to the 
text immediately antecedent to the Tertullian text: the latter, 
if it can be pushed back to an earlier period. Beyond this some- 
what obscure instance, I do not know of any definite Montanistic 
touches in the Gospels. So that the argument will not at first 
statement move part passw with the case of the Acts: perhaps 
because the Gospels were well fixed in Latin before Montanus. 
We can however proceed in another way. 

We may affirm that the earliest Western readings of which 
we have any historical knowledge are exactly like the rest of 
the Bezan readings in that they have a suspicion of Latinizing 
attaching to them. For example, what are we to say of the famous 
dispute in regard to the reading of Matt. xi. 27 (οὐδεὶς ἔγνω 
Tov πατέρα), which was such a favourite passage from the Gnostic 
standpoint, and of such antiquity that we can trace it onwards 
from Justin and Marcion to Irenaeus and Clement and Origen ? 


1 Tt actually oceurs in Mr Hoskier’s Codex (Ey. 604). A full discussion of this 
variant will be found in Chase, The Lord’s Prayer in the Early Church, pp. 25—27. 
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Does it not look very much as if some one had harmonized 
the Latin ‘novit’ (which was a right translation of the Greek 
γινώσκει or ἐπιγινώσκει) With its bilingual conjugate by means 
of a new translation? We have had cases enough of this kind to 
make us speak very confidently on such a point. Nor is there 
any difficulty in the supposition, for Justin and Marcion are both 
Roman teachers, and Alexandrian texts can be shewn to inherit 
directly the earlier peculiarities of the Western bilingual. In 
dealing then with Western readings we suspect Latinization from 
the earliest periods of textual history. That is the first position 
we take. 

In the next place we have learnt from our study of the 
growth of the Western text of the Acts to distrust entirely 
the assumption that there are no such things as heretical and 
factional depravations of the text. As far as we are able to 
judge, one half of the Roman world Montanized its Acts of the 
Apostles, and the readings thus produced are found from the 
banks of the Tyne to beyond the Cataracts of the Nile. Hence 
we find it difficult to believe that Dr Hort can be right when he 
says’ that it is his distinct belief “that even among the numerous 
unquestionably spurious readings of the New Testament there 
are no signs of deliberate falsification of the text for dogmatic 
purposes.” The statement seems too strong; and while we are 
willing to admit that the transcription of the New Testament 
in its successive stages has been accomplished, in the main, 
with excellent intentions, there are certainly places where a 
foreign and factional hand can be detected. Surely it is a curious 
thing that the Latin of Codex Bezae shews the reading in 
Luke xviii. 19 


nemo bonus nisi unus ds pater”. 


Has that added word at the end of the sentence no meaning 
in the controversies of the second century? And if it has any 


' Introduction, p. 282. 

* From the Marcionite standpoint, Christ was not to be spoken of as either good 
or bad, but as occupying a middle position: hence Hippolytus sums up the teaching 
in the words χωρὶς γενέσεως ἔτει πεντεκαιδεκάτῳ τῆς ἡγεμονίας Τιβερίου Καίσαρος κατε- 


ληλυθότα αὐτὸν ἄνωθεν, μέσον ὄντα κακοῦ καὶ ἀγαθοῦ, διδάσκειν ἐν ταῖς συναγωγαῖς. 
Philos. vit. 31, 
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meaning, is it not a dogmatic alteration? Is it not Marcionite in 
appearance? Does it not occur in the very Gospel of which 
Marcion gave a new recension, and in view of this is it a mere 
error that Epiphanius assigns the reading to the authorship 
of Marcion? Must not the reading go back in date to the days 
of Marcion, when we find that Irenaeus attacks the Gallican 
Gnostics for their use of the passage ? 

Or take another instance ; it is the fashion to print Matt. xix. 17 
in the form 


2 “ fo) ») “ 
τί με ἐρωτᾷς περὶ τοῦ ἀγαθοῦ ; 


a text of which we should certainly say ὦ priori that it was a 
Gnostic depravation. Most assuredly this isa Western reading, for 
it is given by Da bce ff? g' hl and the vulgate, a striking piece 
of unanimity. Further we notice that D, as its custom is, has 
erased the unbalanced article τοῦ ; and it is interesting to observe 
that of the three cursives which Tischendorf cites in support 
of the text (1. 22. 251) one has this same peculiarity of dropping 
the article, while the allusion which Origen makes to the passage 
shews the very same omission (ws περὶ ἀγαθοῦ ἔργου ἐρωτη- 
θέντος). Surely these facts are significant enough to make one 
believe that the texts im question derive the passage from the 
Western bilingual. 

But it will be said that we have also to deal with NBL 
and certain versions. Well! According to Westcott and Hort 
S and B were both written in the West, probably at Rome. 
Did Roman texts never influence one another? But we will 
simply. say in a tentative manner, that if the clause in question 
be not genuine, it would go far towards proving that the Roman 
Gospels did not escape altogether from Gnostic glosses in the 
second century. The advantage of this position is that we may 
find a series of chronological landmarks by means of which to set 
in order the different stages of the Greek and Latin texts and the 
various versions. 

One of the best things to attempt, then, is to test the Western 


1 We will admit that the subject demands a more careful consideration, and we 
remember that it has not really been proved that the two great Uncials are Roman 
in origin. Their history remains to be written. 
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text generally for Marcionism, and we cannot take a better 
example than Luke xxiii. 2 

τοῦτον εὗρον διαστρέφοντα τὸ ἔθνος ἡμῶν, 

καὶ κωλύοντα φόρους διδόναι Καίσαρι. 
Here was a tempting passage for those whose anti-Judaic 
theology had brought them to the necessity of altering all those 
places where the Gospel of Luke had spoken approvingly of 
either the Jewish nation, the Jewish law, or the Jewish prophets. 
Christ himself was accused of hostility to the race! So, without 
stopping to enquire whether Christ was rightly or wrongly 
charged with antagonism to the Jews, a Marcionite or Gnostic 
hand added to the accusation words which Epiphanius gives in 
the form 


A , ‘ , A ‘ , 1 
καὶ καταλύοντα τὸν νόμον καὶ τοὺς προφήτας. 


(It was quite natural for a Marcionite to make this addition, 
for the same sect altered Luke xvi. 17 so as to read 

εὐκοπώτερον δέ ἐστιν τὸν οὐρανὸν καὶ THY γῆν παρελθεῖν, ὡς Kal ὁ νόμος καὶ οἱ 
προφῆται ἢ τῶν λόγων τοῦ Κυρίου μίαν κεραίαν πεσεῖν.) 
By this means the Marcionite placed himself by the side of the 
Saviour at the moment of his trial; it was as if he said ’Eyo 
εἰμι Χριστοῦ. And so successful was the interpolation, and 
so widely was the Roman Church Marcionized in the middle 
of the second century, that the reading is found, not indeed 
in Cod. Bezae, but in 

bce fil ἡ ete. 


Its Greek attestation is zero, except for the passage in Epi- 
phanius: yet we need not doubt that it stood in the ancient 
Roman bilinguals. 

But this is not all; the process of interpolation was carried 
still further. The Marcionites having made an ally of Christ, as 
against the reproaches of the orthodox, inserted a second gloss, by 
means of which another arrow of the orthodox hunter was diverted 
to the Founder of the Faith. There is a mysterious gloss at 
the same part of the text which we have quoted above, which has 

1 Hpiph. ὁ. Marc, 316. Cf. Iren, 1. xxvii. 2 (= Mass. 106), Marcion dicit...‘‘Iesum 


...Jn hominis forma manifestatum his qui in Iudaea erant, dissolventem prophetas 
et legem et omnia opera eius Dei qui mundum fecit.” 
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almost disappeared from current texts. It appears in Epiphanius 
in connection with the previous gloss, for Epiphanius says that 
Marcion also added the words, 


5 \ κι 
καὶ ἀποστρέφοντα τὰς γυναῖκας καὶ τὰ τέκνα, 


at the close of the passage which we have quoted above. And 
when we turn to the Old Latin texts, we actually find the words 
in question, in a longer and more significant form, at the end of 
v.5. Here Codd. ce give us 


et filios nostros et uxores avertit a nobis; 
non enim baptizantur sicut et nos, nec se mundant. 


Now what does this mysterious passage mean? Why should 
Christ be charged (absurd anachronism !) with erroneous forms of 
baptism, and with misleading women and children? The answer 
is that these are heads of the indictment against Marcion and his 
followers, who do not hold to the perfunctory method of baptism, 
but demand a severe ascetic preparation for the rite. Let us hear 
what Tertullian says on the matter : 

(adv. Mare. τ. 29): “Non tinguitur apud illum caro nisi virgo, 
nisi vidua, nisi coelebs, nisi divortio baptisma mercata, quasi non 
etiam spadonibus ex nuptiis nata,” and again (adv. Mare. tv. 11): 
“nuptias non conjungit, conjunctas non admittit, neminem tingit, 
nisi caelibem aut spadonem, morti aut repudio baptisma servat.” 

These passages will, I think, shew conclusively what is meant 
by the curious gloss in ¢ e concerning the alienation of wives and 
the refusal of baptism. We see, then, two stages of Latin Marcio- 
nite corruption in this passage. And although Cod. D has escaped, 
it is probably only by means of the grace of repentance; such an 
attestation as we find above must surely have involved the original 
of the Bezan text. It is sufficiently shewn then that the glosses 
are demonstrably of a Marcionite character. . 

And now we begin to stand on firmer ground, for the problem 
has again become similar to that which we worked out for the Acts; 
and the hypothesis is invited that the primitive Western bilingual 
is earlier than the days of Marcion and shews traces of having 
_ passed through a process of Marcionization. On this hypothesis 
we shall expect to find traces of Western textual disturbance in 
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the neighbourhood of those places where Tertullian and Epiphanius 
accuse Marcion of adulterating the records. 

For instance, we are told that Marcion tampered with the text 
of Luke iv. 16, where Christ comes into the synagogue of His 
native place and reads from the prophets. We do not exactly 
know how far the knife of the reviser cut at this point; but we 
do know that he never called Christ a man of Nazareth, if he 
could help it, for fear of fulfilling a prophecy; and that, according 
to his theory and Gospel, Christ had appeared suddenly from heaven 
(“de caelo in synagogam”). It is generally reckoned, therefore, 
that Marcion omitted the words 

οὗ ἣν τεθραμμένος, 
and 
κατὰ τὸ εἰωθὸς αὐτῳ. 

Now let us see whether these Marcionite omissions have left 
any mark on the Western Latin text. First take Cod. e, and we 
find that the words κατὰ τὸ εἰωθὸς αὐτῷ are omitted! Then turn 
to Codex Bezae and examine, first its Greek, and then its Latin : 

ελθῶν AE EIC νὰζὰρελ OTTOY HN 
KATA TO E1IWBOC EN TH HMEPA TWN CABBATWN 
ΕΙΟ THN CYNAPWLHN. 

Note the omission of τεθραμμένος and of αὐτῷ after εἰωθὸς, and 
it will be seen that the text has undergone Marcionite revision. 
The Lord was not reared in Nazareth, nor is it his custom to visit 
the Nazarene synagogue, but only there is a custom of visiting the 
syhagogue generally: then turn to the Latin 

VENIENS AVTEM IN NAZARED VBI ERAT 


NVTRICATVS INTROIBIT « SECVNDVM CONSVETVDINEM 
IN SABBATO * IN SYNAGOGAM, 


and notice how the colometry, as marked by the inserted points, 
has been deranged by the restoration of the missing words. [5 it 
not curious that the confusion should occur at the very point 
where Marcion’s history opens ? 

Why is it that, again, when we find Marcion in his book of 
Contradictions maintaining that the God of the Old Testament 
who sent down fire from heaven at the request of Elias could not 
be the good God who sent his Son (for Christ refused to bring 
down fire from heaven at the request of his disciples), that the 
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text of Luke ix. 54, 55, where the latter story is told, has such 
significant glosses? First we are told by a large company of 
uncial texts and Western authorities to add the words 

ὡς καὶ Ἡλίας ἐποίησεν, 
which was just the gloss for a Marcionite exegete to have made, 
since it kept before the reader’s mind one of the main points of the 
system of Marcion. 

Then we find the added sentence 
Kal ElLTTEN 
ΟΥ̓Κ OIAATE TIOIOY TINEYMATOC ECTE 


ET DIXIT 
NESCITIS CVIVS SPIRITVI! ESTIS. 


Dr Hort says that both these passages are Western; we add 
that if so they are probably Marcionite, and that the meaning 
of the latter passage is that the disciples were acting as though 
they belonged to the Just God rather than to the Good God. 

We should say then that Western copies of the Gospels suffered 
from deliberate Marcionization. But let us take a more simple 
instance of textual variation, where no dogmatic tendency is 
involved. 

Marcion is charged with having removed the word αἰώνιον 
from Luke x. 25. 

The Bezan text is 


TI TTOIHCAC ZWHN 
AIWNION KAHPONOMHCO) 


QVID FACIENS VITAM 
AETERNAM HEREDITABO. 


Here there is no sign of any erasure having taken place. But 
it is extremely likely that such did occur in certain Old Latin texts”. 
We remember the fondness of the old translation for rendering 
κληρονομέω, κληρονομία by two words possidere, hereditare: and 
on turning to the other Old Latin texts as for instance ab, we 
find ‘ possidebo’ in place of ‘hereditabo. Does it not look as if 
the primitive bilingual had used both words? But if it did, 
‘aeternam’ was very likely to have been ousted in the interests of 
numerical equivalence. We think it probable, then, that the same 

1 Sptritut is a genetive. 
* The word aeternam is in fact missing in Cod. g?. 
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mode of reasoning, which we applied to the Montanist glosses in 
the Acts, applies also to cases of real or reputed Marcionization 
in the text of the Gospels, and especially of the Gospel of Luke. 
That is to say, the corruptions are Latinizations, and we believe 
the primitive translation lies behind Marcion and behind Justin. 

The case of Marcion can hardly be distinguished textually, 
either as to time or locality, from that of Tatian, Now the text 
of Tatian has been known, for a long while, to be phenomenally 
Western. We do not believe that these Western readings arose 
either in Syria or in Asia Minor. Our opinion is that they are 
Roman and belong to bilingual texts of an early period. The sub- 
ject demands a special treatment, but there is surely nothing 
incredible in the supposition. We know that Tatian studied and 
taught in Rome, and it is therefore reasonable to find him using 
Roman texts. Much of our perplexity has been cleared away by 
realizing the textually metropolitan character of the Eternal City. 
Much more has disappeared by tracing the effect of undoubtedly 
Latin texts on Egyptian copies and versions. If Rome furnished 
texts to Alexandria and Upper Egypt, there is not the slightest 
difficulty in her ministering to the needs of Edessa, especially 
when a great teacher from that part of the world was discipling 
and being discipled in the City. 

Closely connected with this question is that of the origin of 
the Curetonian Syriac, which furnishes another landmark for the 
textual variations. This subject also has to be investigated afresh : 
we are prepared to believe that the Curetonian text is a trans- 
lation from a Western bilingual. But whether it is older than 
Tatian or younger is a point which must be carefully re-examined. 
On these questions, then, we may reserve our judgments, for it is 
probable that the life-histories of one or two other codices may 
have to be written before we can reach a definite conclusion. In 
the meanwhile we need not hesitate to affirm that every con- 
sideration that we know of indicates the antiquity of the Latin 
Gospels: and, whether they were rendered into the vulgar tongue 
in Carthage or Rome, their date is far earlier than one. would 
suspect from the language of modern writers, who usually content 
themselves with saying that the Old Latin was made before the 
time of Tertullian. 


CEA Rye Xai 
FURTHER SUGGESTIONS FOR THE SOLUTION OF THE PROBLEM. 


Our next step must be to deal with the actual glosses in the 
Bezan text of the Gospels, in order that we may determine 
whether they can be classified, and to what periods in the history 
of the Church they ought to be referred. And we must try 
to find out in what order the various renderings of the Greek 
Gospels into other tongues occurred, the problem involving one 
more term for the Gospels than for the Acts, on account of the 
existence of the Tatian Harmony in Syriac. It is, however, 
rendered more simple by the fact that Tatian’s name is itself 
a chronological landmark; and, if we only knew the primitive 
form of his work a little better, we should rapidly arrive at 
important conclusions, for we should have identified a body of 
Western readings that were necessarily anterior to a given date. 
It is unfortunate, then, that so much is still obscure with regard 
to the details of the primitive Harmony. Nevertheless, in spite 
of all difficulties and of our imperfect data, we feel sure that 
the problem is a soluble one. 

But in conducting the investigation we must be prepared for 
surprises. In the field of New Testament Criticism the un- 
expected is always happening: hypotheses which have been 
reckoned outworn reappear, and popular and attractive modern 
theories have frequently to be discarded. One needs a new 
conscience in the matter of Church History, and a quickened 
conscience in the matter of palaeography, and the general history 
of literary transmission. ‘The foregoing pages will have furnished 
sufficient instances of what we mean. Who would have supposed 
from the study of Ecclesiastical History, as usually read and 
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written, that the Montanist movement and the Marcionite 
movement which preceded it had so completely swept over the 
Western Church? We are accustomed, on the contrary, to regard 
the Roman Church as strained clear of every heresy, as if the 
successive heresies were a series of gnats which had settled 
accidentally in the “new wine’s foaming flow,” and which had 
merely to be removed by the deft hand of some Defender of the 
Faith. But Justin would have taught us differently if we had 
read him aright, for he tells us that Marcion’s teaching was 
diffused amongst every race of men’. Tertullian, too, shews what 
the force of the first Marcionite teaching must have been by 
his comparison of the later heretics, in his day expelled from 
the Catholic Church, to swarms of wasps building combs in 
imitation of the bees» Nor are there wanting other intimations, 
both literary and epigraphic, of the scope of the movement. 
When we understand this rightly, we are not so much surprised, 
as we should otherwise have been, at finding Marcionite readings 
in the Western text of the New Testament. 

Again, as we have intimated above, we may have to allow for 
some unknown terms in palaeography. It has often been tacitly 
assumed that the earliest Mss. of the New Testament were 
faithful representations of the primitive script down to the 
minutest traces of punctuation and of abbreviation. We have, 
however, taken pains to shew that all things did not remain 
unchanged from the first century down to the time of production 
of the Vatican and Sinaitic Codices. And in particular we can 
give reasons for believing that the primitive abbreviations were 
quite different to what we find in the extant Codices; and that 
the text has in very early times been affected by false reductions 
and misunderstandings of these abbreviations. 

So, also, with regard to the literary influences of the time. 
At first sight it seems strange that we should affirm that Homeric 
and metrical glosses crept into Western texts. But this difficulty 
simply arises from not realizing what a scholarly education was 
like in the first centuries of the Christian era. Homer was the 
Bible of the expiring faith, and the staple of pagan education. 


1 Apol. τ. 26 κατὰ πᾶν γένος ἀνθρώπων. 
2 «“Faciunt favos et vespae: faciunt ecclesias et Marcionitae.” 
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It was no more strange that a scribe should gloss from Homer 
than that a modern writer should give a New Testament turn to 
- his speech. The reader will find this brought out very clearly in 
Hatch’s Hibbert Lectures, from which we give an extract which is 
peculiarly apposite : 

“The main subject-matter of this literary education was the poets. They 
were read, not only for their literary, but also for their moral value. They 
were read as we read the Bible. They were committed to memory. The 
minds of men were saturated by them. A quotation from Homer or from a 
tragic poet was apposite on all occasions and in every kind of society. Dio 
Chrysostom, in an account of his travels, tells how he came to the Greek 
colony of the Borysthenitae, on the farthest borders of the empire, and found 
that even in those remote settlements almost all the inhabitants knew the 
Thad by heart, and that they did not care to hear about anything else.” 


(Hibbert Lectures, p. 30.) Cf. pp. 52, 53. 


In the second century we have evidence enough of the way 
in which the verses of Homer were threaded through all the 
literature of the time. Tertullian tells us! that we must not 
be so much astonished at the liberties which the heretics take 
with the Scriptures when we find that secular writings are treated 
with the same freedom (cum de secularibus quoque scripturis 
exemplum praesto sit eiusmodi facilitatis). “In our own day, 
says Tertullian, we have seen the verses of Virgil wrought into 
an entirely new story. Further, the tale of Medea has been told 
in Virgilian verse. A relation of my own has Virgilianized the 
Tablet of Cebes. And are there not persons who are called 
Homer-Centonists, who by gathering verses far and wide make 
new compositions of their own?” 

It is possible that Tertullian’s comparison was due to Irenaeus; 
for we find the Valentinians compared by Irenaeus to these very 
Homerizers, and their method of hermeneutic combinations of 
texts and terms from all parts of the New Testament to the 
artificial conjunctions of the Homeric Cento. And, to illustrate 
what he means, Irenaeus (1. ix. 4) gives a specimen, where the 
subject is the descent of Hercules to fetch the dog Cerberus, 
and the lines are borrowed from all parts of the Odyssey and 
Thad. It is interesting to notice the attempts of the translator 


1 De Praescript. Haeret. 39. 
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of Irenaeus to do the new poem into Latin hexameters. After 
reading this bit of diversion on the part of Irenaeus and his 
translator, we can believe anything of the second century; it 
is no longer strange that metrical glosses should occur, when 
we find men’s minds so full of them; nor is it surprising, when 
we see the way that the translator of Irenaeus went to work, if 
we should find a doubtful or disputed quantity in the verse, as 
in the passage interpolated in the Bezan text. 

But it is not merely in the glosses that have crept into the 
text of the New Testament that we trace the student of Homer ; 
we suspect that there are some of the New Testament writers 
themselves that have felt his influence and reflected it in their 
speech. But be that as it may, we must certainly be prepared 
for such an influence in the accretions which occur so plentifully 
in Western New Testament texts. 

A few concluding remarks may now be made as to the way in 
which we shall probably find the remainder of the solution of 
the riddle of the Western texts of the Gospels. 

It is important to remember that we are dealing with a 
chronological problem; we have to determine the dates, or the 
superior and inferior limits, of certain textual phenomena. This 
chronology can be approached in three ways: 

(1) The actual quotation of aberrant readings by second 
century Fathers. For instance, a Tatian reading must either 
have originated with Tatian or be antecedent to him: a Marcionite 
reading, if it contain definite Marcionite teaching, must have 
originated with, or be later than Marcion, and probably not much 
later. Thus we have a scale for the chronology of the readings 
which is marked with the names of such teachers as 


Marcion, 
Justin, 
Tatian, 
Montanus, 
Trenaeus, 
Tertullian &e. 


1 B.g. “Et senes et pueri et nondum nuptae puellae Plorantes multum ac si 
mortem iret ad ipsam,” but perhaps the verses have suffered in transcription. 
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(2) We have the chronology of the Versions: where the 
primitive form of a version can be inferred from the mss. which 
constitute its tradition, each version furnishes an inferior limit 
for the time of origin of a large group of aberrant readings. The 
order of the versions must be determined; it will probably be 
found that the three most closely connected versions stand in the 
order : 


Old Latin, 
Old Syriac, 
Sahidic. 

(3) We have to find the times of the separate hands that 
can be traced in readings and glosses, as the Homerizer, the first 
Gnostic hand, the Montanizer and the like. 

Now, it is probable that no solution would be reached by 
working with a single scale taken out of the three; to reach 
success we must keep them all three in mind, and work with 
them placed side by side. The moment we do this, the burning 
questions appear; such as these: 


Is the Old Latin earlier than Marcion ? 
Is the Curetonian Syriac older than Tatian ? 
Does the Homerizer antedate the Curetonian text ? 


These and similar questions ‘are the crucial points of the 
enquiry: and we have already given suggestions of the way in 
which they are to be answered in our study of the body of glosses 
in the Acts. Probably the best way to proceed would be to deal 
with the final chapters of Luke where the intrusive glosses are so 
thick. _We must test them and try to find out whether they 
are by a single hand. One or two of them are suspiciously 
metrical and Homeric. If we go back five verses from the 
Homeric gloss in Luke xxii. 53 we find, 

xxi. 48, 

TYTITONTEC TA CTHOH Kal TA METWTTA 

YTTECTPEPaNn 

PERCVTIENTES PECTORA ET FRONTES 

REVERTEBANTYR. 
The man who wrote this expanded sentence seems to have had 
in his mind a Latin verse 


reversi frontes et pectora percutiebant, 
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describing the wailing of the Trojan women over the death of 
Hector. But if this were the same hand as before, the attes- 
tation ought to shew signs of agreement in the two cases: in 
Luke xxiii. 53 it was D c theb: in the new case we have no 
traces in the Egyptian, but the ancestry of Cod. ὁ once had 
the reading, for it has, by a happy fortune, erased pectora and 
left frontes. Here then is a second gloss by the same hand 
as the former. | 

If we work through the body of glosses we shall ultimately 
get a clear idea of the attestation of the collection, and be able 
to fix, with some closeness, the date of the glossator. But the 
problem is not solved by stating it; and we find that much 
searching of the extant Copies, Versions and Fathers is necessary 
before we can give the formal solution. Moreover, I find that it 
will probably be necessary for me to re-examine and perhaps to 
re-edit the extant Homeric Centones, and some associated docu- 
ments which throw great light upon the textual questions of 
these last chapters of Luke. In our next chapter we shall take 
up a few points in dialect and palaeography which will help us 
towards a final settlement of the question. 


CHAPTER XXIII. 


ON THE COLOMETRY OF THE CODEX BEZAE. 


SOMETHING ought to be said with regard to the line-division 
which prevails in the Codex Bezae, for it is certainly very ancient 
and often constitutes a traditional Interpretation of the text, 
which is of the highest value. 

The earliest known Greek texts contained in the famous Uncial 
mss. of the fourth and fifth centuries are destitute of any but the 
most rudimentary division of sentences. It is true that a break in 
the sense is sometimes intimated by a slight space in the text, or 
the commencement of a new paragraph by a new line, or by 
thrusting out on the margin of the text the first letter in a new 
sentence which happens to fall on the margin. Sometimes, 
too, a catalogue of names, which is particularly hard to read 
in a continuous text, is found broken up into separate lines, as, 
for example, the genealogy in St Luke. But, in spite of these 
and similar attempts at interpunction, the early Uncials cannot be 
described as anything else than continuous texts. 

When, however, the texts of the New Testament became 
regularly read and divided into sections, and especially when they 
were read in bilingual congregations, the attempt was made to 
break up the passage read into the proper limbs or cola: and 
this process so facilitated the translation of the Scripture, and the 
reading and understanding of what had been translated, that after 
a while the colometry became conventional, and was propagated 
from one MS. to another, by interpunction, and from one Ms. to its 
descendants by copying the text line by line. 


Ὁ: Β᾽ 16 
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It is not then surprising that, as we read the text of the Codex 
Bezae, the conviction forces itself upon us that its colometry is 
very ancient. 

Scrivener points this out (p. xvii.), remarking as follows: 


“Now since it will appear clearly hereafter that the manuscript as it 
stands at present was closely and exactly copied from another, perhaps almost 
contemporary to itself, similarly divided in respect of στίχοι though not simi- 
larly paged, it will follow that the model from which the latter was taken is 
older still, dating perhaps as early as or earlier than the time of Origen. The 
reader will not doubt that the ancient στίχοι were being gradually dissolved 
in course of time by successive transcribers, if he pays any attention to their 
actual condition in Codex Bezae.” 


There is no reason to doubt the accuracy of Scrivener’s state- 
ment, for which the evidence in the shape of dropped and repeated 
lines is abundantly sufficient. The restoration of the precise primi- 
tive colometry is, however, not so easy: though the scribe of the 
Bezan text has done his best to help us by means of interpunction 
in cases where his lines do not agree with the primitive model: 
and in almost every case where there is a dividing point in the 
middle of a line in the Bezan text, it is because two cola have been 
run together, or because in some other way the regular colometry 
has been deserted. 

I do not hesitate to say that I believe this primitive colometry 
to be very early. For it is not confined to Codex Bezae. Take 
for example Codex & and study its interpunction, and we shall 
find that it is not original nor arbitrary, but that it is in the 
main the same as existed in the ancestral text from which Codex 
Bezae is derived. Here is a specimen, taken from a random page 
of Cod. ὦ: 


Mark x. 35 et accedunt ad eum iacobus 
et iohannes fili zepdaei dicen 
tes magister quod petierimus - 

37 dona nobis. et dixerunt illi 
da nobis + ut unus a dextram 

38 et unus a sinistra + ΠΤ autem 
respondens dixit illis + nescitis 
quit petatis potestis bibere ca 
licem ete. 


Here are five points of distinction in the sense of the passage : 
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how closely they coincide with the structure of the Bezan text 
may be seen by transcribing the lines of D at the same place: 


et accesserunt ad eum iacobus 

et iohannes « fili zebedei 

et dicunt 111 magister 

uolumus ut quodcumque petierimus te 
praestes nobis 

ad ille dixit illis praestabo uobis 

et dixerunt ei da nobis 

ut unus ad dexteram tuam + et unus ad sinistra 
sedeamus in gloria tua 

Et ihs respondens ait illis 

nescitis quid petatis potestis bibere calicem. 

Notice that the interpunction of & not only agrees closely 
with the D lines, but that where & has dropped portions of the 
text, it is whole lines of D that are missing. 

Another instance will perhaps make the point clearer. Let us 
turn to Mark vi. 35: here the text of D is arranged thus: 


animam suam saluam facere + perdet eam = 
propter euangelium saluam faciet eam, 


and either the first hand or a revising second hand has added, for 
the missing line, partly at the end of the first line and partly 
between the lines, the words 


qui autem 
perdiderit eam. 


Now turn to Cod. & and we find the passage given thus: 


salua 
re animam suam perdet illa 
propter euangelium autem 
saluauit illam, 


ον 


where it is seen that the line dropped in 1) and afterwards restored 
is dropped also in & and not restored. 

Clearly then, if the Western text could be edited in its primi- 
tive colometry, it would be an advantage from the standpoint of 
criticism, and would assist us in distinguishing between inter- 
polations and omissions. 

Moreover, we may strongly suspect that the same colometry 
underlies the Curetonian Syriac; and that traces of it can still be 


16—2 
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seen in the arrangement of that peculiar text. For example, in 
Matt. xvii. 12, 18 Codex Bezae has transposed two lines of text 
over two other lines, thus producing the following effect : 


ΤΟΤΕ CYNHKAN ΟἹ MAOHTAI 
ΟΤΙ περι TWANNOY TOY BaTITICTOY EITTEN AYTOIC 
OYTWC KAI O YIOC TOY ANOpWTTOY " MEAAE! TIACXT YTT AYTO. 


Now the Cureton text has restored the right arrangement of 
the verses, but it betrays heredity from the erroneous arrange- 
ment in repeating the word οὕτως at the end of the sentence after 
εἶπεν αὐτοῖς (“ concerning John the Baptist he spake to them so”). 
Now this awakens our suspicion that the colometry of D is behind 
the arrangement of the Curetonian text’. 

Such a theory will require a more extended examination than 
can be given in these pages; but we may easily find some tests 
and illustrations of it; and first let us open the text at random, 
say at Luke ix. 32. Let us transcribe a few lines from Codex 
Bezae, marking by a vertical bar the places where the punctuator’s 
mark occurs in the Syriac. 

petrus autem 
et qui cum eo erant - erant grauati somno | 
euigilantes autem uiderunt gloriam eius | 
et duos uiros qui simul stabant cum eo | 
et factum est cum separarentur ab eo | 
dixit petrus ad ihm | magister 
bonum est nobis hic esse | uis 
facio hic tria tabernacula | unum tibi | 
et unum moysi | et unum heliae 
nesciens quid dicit + | haec autem eo dicente | 
facta est nubs et obumbrauit eos | 


The colometry in the two texts is seen to be closely parallel : 
in the sixth line, ‘ magister’ makes a slight displacement, and in 
the seventh, the Syriac does not render ‘vis. The Bezan text 
has slight spaces for the mention of the three tabernacles, and in 
the last lme but one it has a dividing point where the Cureton 
text has one, intimating an original line in the words 


nesciens quid dicit. 


1 The reader will be interested to know that the displacement is found also in 
the Old Latin texts a b ¢ ὁ ff! ff σ', and perhaps in Justin, 
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We may add a few striking instances of colometric agree- 
ment between the texts in question in order to make the point at 
issue clearer. 

In Matt. xxi. 18 the final word in the verse (eswriwt) is marked 
in the Cureton text with a point before and a point after, indi- 
cating that the word is a colon or line by itself. Turning to the 
Codex Bezae, where the Western colometry is so well preserved, 
we find 


mane autem transiens in ciuitatem 
esuriit - et uidens &c. 


where again the poimt that follows esurwt shews that it once 
ended a line. 


Next let us turn to John vi. 64, where the Latin is 


qui sunt qui non credunt 
et quis esset etc. 


The first line, and by consequence the first word (et) of the 
next line, has been lost in Cod. e and in the Curetonian text. 
Note the agreement in line-omission between the Old Latin and 
Old Syriac texts: the fact is that Cod. ὁ and the Old Syriac are 
closely related. 

Again, let us turn to John vil. 5, where the Greek is 


olde fap ΟΙ dAdAEAHO! ayTOY 
ETTICTEYCAN EIC AYTON ΤΟΤΕ 
AEfel AYTOIC... 


Here the inserted τότε is simply a translator's ‘tunc, such as 
we so often find at the beginning of sentences in the Old Latin: 
but by mishap it got into the wrong colon, and so the effect pro- 
duced was that the brethren of our Lord did not at that time 
believe on him. So suitable was the insertion, that it becomes a 
permanent Western addition, and is gradually pushed further and 
further back into the verse; it is added before fratres by ac ff? q, 
after eius by efl, after crediderunt by bd. Moreover the error 
passed into the Curetonian Syriac and mto the Tatian Harmony, 
if we may judge from the Arabic (“ad hoc usque tempus”). It is 
just from such points as these that we may safely argue, when we 
are discussing the genealogy of Mss.; and we can see here an 
undoubted Western error, which in the first instance is due 
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merely to the colometric arrangement, travelling as far East as it 
was possible for it to travel. 

In John iv. 24 we have a passage in the Curetonian text which 
Tischendorf rightly describes by the words “mire confusa sunt” : 
he does not, however, notice that the confusion is capable of reso- 
lution, and that we can ‘determine its cause. The genesis of the 
error is as follows: the Western colometry had divided the verse 
in the following manner : 

spiritus deus 
et adorantes in spiritu 
et ueritate adorare oportet. 

i.e. “God is a spirit: and those who worship Him in spirit it behoves also 
to worship in truth.” 

The Curetonian text took up the misunderstanding induced by 
the colometry and gave the sequence “Deus enim spiritus est, et 
illi qui adorant eum spiritu, etiam oportet eos adorare veritate.” 
Upon this text a corrector went to work, erasing the final veritate 
and suggesting for insertion the correct reading 


qui adorant eum spiritu et veritate. 


All of this goes into the text, with the following conglomeration 
as the final result: 


“Deus enim spiritus est et illi qui adorant eum spiritu etiam oportet eos 
adorare qui adorant eum spiritu et veritate.” 


But, as the comparison of the texts shews, we must regard the 
Western colometry as the prime cause of the error. 

Many more instances may be given of similar phenomena. 
It is rare for the Curetonian text to do anything without Western 
assistance, and in most cases the Western bilingual is at the bottom 
of the matter. If the Cureton text, recklessly and to the damage 
of the sense, drops a colon, the omission will generally be supported 
or explained by the Old Latin: e.g. in John ν. 28 the Curetonian 
text drops ὅτι ἔρχεται dpa. A reference to the Bezan text shews 
it to be a primitive line. If the Western text repeats a line or 
two, in its earliest copies, the chances are that the Curetonian 
text will shew signs of it. Take for instance John v. 39. There 
is reason to believe that in the early Western Greek there was a 
repetition of the words ὅτι ὑμεῖς δοκεῖτε ἐν αὐταῖς ζωὴν αἰώνιον 
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ἔχειν Kal ἐκεῖναί εἰσιν at μαρτυροῦσαι περὶ ἐμοῦ (probably three 
lines repeated ex errore). Consequent upon the repetition we 
have a double translation in Cod. a and Cod. ὃ, so that the passage 
runs as below: and not only so, but the repeated passage, in two 
distinct renderings, turns up in the Curetonian text. The reader 
may compare the versions. 


Cod. a. 
in quibus vos existimatis 
in ills vitam aeternam habere: 
illae sunt quae testimonium dicunt de me. 
in quibus putatis vos 
vitam habere: 
hae sunt quae de me testificantur. 


Cod. ὁ. 
quoniam putatis vos 
in ipsis vitam aeternam habere: 
et ipsae sunt, quae testimonium perhibent de me. 
in quibus putatis vos 
vitam habere: 
haec sunt quae testificantur de me. 


The Curetonian text is substantially the same as these Latin 
texts, omitting, naturally enough, the words ‘sunt quae’ in the 
last line: and the Armenian text has preserved a part of the 
repetition (probably from a Syriac original), for it reads the 
repeated part, excepting the last line. Does it not seem reason- 
able to refer the whole confusion to line-repetition in Western 
texts? But if the hypothesis of conflate renderings be preferred, 
we must still say that the Curetonian text owes its version to 
a Western copy. 

Nor is the interest in this primitive colometry confined to 
textual questions: it has its bearing, as we have seen above, 
on the interpretation of the text. For a good example, we may 
take the first verses in St John’s Gospel, allowing for the lines 
in Cod. Bezae and the punctuation in the Curetonian text, and 
restoring the primitive Western arrangement as follows: 

Ἔν ἀρχῇ ἦν ὁ λόγος Kai ὁ λόγος ἦν πρὸς τὸν Θεόν" 
καὶ Θεὸς ἦν ὁ λόγος. 
οὗτος ἦν ἐν ἀρχῇ πρὸς τὸν Θεόν" 
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πάντα δι’ αὐτοῦ ἐγένετο καὶ χωρὶς αὐτοῦ ἐγένετο οὐδὲν 
ὃ γέγονεν 
ev αὐτῴ ζωή ἐστιν. 

Here it is clear that ὃ γέγονεν, which is marked by dividing 
points before and after, is a primitive line, evidently the remaining 
part of the preceding sentence: but unfortunately the second 
point became lost in the tradition of the text, and as a result 
the words became attached to the following line, so producing 

ὃ γέγονεν ἐν αὐτῷ ζωή ἐστιν. 
The text of Codex Bezae shews that this cannot have been the 
primitive colometry. Yet the new arrangement of the text 
has been made the basis of a good deal of exegetical subtlety! 

Perhaps we have said enough to shew that there existed an 
early Western colometry, probably in the first bilingual (1.e. Graeco- 
Latin) text: that there is reason to believe that this text has 
by means of its colometric errors, and its actual transmitted line- 
division, affected the Old Syriac and probably all other Syriac 
texts: and if this be the case, we have another argument in 
favour of the derivation of the Curetonian text from an early 
Roman copy’. 


1 Τὴ a note appended to his edition of the Acts of Perpetua (p. 97) Mr J. A. 
Robinson has pointed out a number of passages of the New Testament which are 
quoted in the letter of the Churches of Vienne and Lyons in a form which suggests 
retranslation from a Latin Bible. Moreover he shews very strong reasons for 
believing that this Latin text was already divided into cola; for the words of the 
Hpistle (δ 22) τῆς πηγῆς τοῦ ὕδατος τῆς ζωῆς ἐξιόντος ἐκ THs νηδύος τοῦ χριστοῦ imply 
that in John vii. 37, 38 the words ὁ πιστεύων εἰς ἐμέ were attached to the previous 
sentence πρός με καὶ πινέτω. And this is precisely the colometric division and inter- 
pretation which we find in Codd. de. If the colometric Latin text was current in 
the Rhone valley in a.p. 177 we may speak confidently of the antiquity of the Old 
Latin version. 


CHAPTER XXIV. 


ΟΝ THE ABBREVIATIONS IN THE TEXT OF THE CODEX BEZAE. 


THE conventional forms of abbreviation of the Greek and 
Latin sides, respectively, of the Codex Bezae will be found 
roughly tabulated in Scrivener’s account of the text, the Greek 
forms on p. xvili.: and the Latin on pp. xlii, xliv. There is, 
therefore, no need to repeat them ; but a few remarks may perhaps 
be made on the subject. 

The abbreviations which we find in Greek texts (and the 
same thing is true of the Latin texts, which shew an early 
agreement with the Greek) are the result of a tendency of the 
scribes to represent often-repeated words by a single sign; we 
may reasonably suppose, then, that the conventional abbreviations 
have been arrived at gradually, and not per saltum. It is more 
than likely that the word Θεός was abbreviated before the word 
πνεῦμα, and the word πνεῦμα probably before any one thought 
of abbreviating ᾿Ισραήλ or ᾿Ιερουσαλήμ. For example, in the 
Codex Bezae we do not find any abbreviation at all for such 
forms as Δαβίδ, Ἱερουσαλήμ, &c. Hence we are entitled to 
assume that the number of conventional forms has been arrived at 
gradually. 

In the next place we can see that the final form which was 
conventionally recognized has been arrived at, m many cases, 
by a number of separate attempts at the abbreviation of the 
repeated word. Thus the Codex Bezae shews us variations of 


a peculiar character; we find πατήρ sometimes written as zap! 
though the conventional form is yp, shewing that two attempts 
were made to abbreviate, by leaving out the middle consonant 


1 E.g. John xiy. 29; xv. 2. 
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and one or other of the vowels. In the same way we find ’Inaods 


shortened into ἐσ, the usual form, and iyo, which we recognize 
at once as very ancient, for it is the same which appears in Latin 
as ihs, where the middle letter is commonly supposed to be an h, 
but is really the Greek H. The rhisunderstanding is very early, 
as may be seen from the attempts "in early MSS. to write the 
name as if it contamed a Latin ἢ: thus Scrivener points out 
in Codex Laudianus the occurrence of the forms shesus and 
lwesum: where the error is patent enough; the Greek letter 
having become an aspirate. It is clear, then, that behind the 
conventional abbreviations found in our early Uncial texts there 
is an array of earlier forms, attaching themselves to the more 
commonly repeated words and to the more sacred names. 

But this is not all: a study of the Codex Bezae and kindred 
documents, whether Latin or Greek, will, I think, shew that 
in the early stages a single sign was employed for all cases of the 
substantives abbreviated. Now this may be seen in three ways: 
First, when a scribe finds an abbreviation of this kind, susceptible 
of misunderstanding or misreading, he frequently writes the word 
out at length, so as to avoid the misunderstanding ; but sometimes 
he continues to copy the superposed bar or curve which intimates 
an abbreviation in the text. We may prove this from the Codex 
Bezae. 

In Luke vii. 3 we have 


qui erat illi honoratus et audiens de ihs, 


where we notice that the scribe has given us the nominative case 
instead of the ablative, clearly because the abbreviation ths stood 
for all cases. 

So in John xvii. 3 we have quem misisti ths apm, and 
Acts xiii. 32 suscitavit dnm ths apm. But we often find the word 
written in full, under the sign of abbreviation, as Scrivener has 
pointed out: “thus ded is met with 122 times (but never in 
the Acts); deo 24 times (in the Acts only vii. 40; x. 4); dewm 
only in John vi. 46; x. 33.” These instances from the Codex 
Bezae can be paralleled from other sources. 

But the next way in which we see the truth of our hypothesis 
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as to the existence of an early single sign of abbreviation for 
all cases of the noun is that it often happens that an ignorant 
scribe, in attempting to reduce the abbreviation to a more usual 
form, produces barbarisms. Perhaps the best cases of this kind 
occur in the old Latin Codex k&. If we turn to Dr Sanday’s 
account of this Ms. in Old Latin Biblical Teats, No. vi., we shall see 
this clearly enough: we may transcribe a passage (p. clviii.) by 
way of illustration : 

“The usage of the Ms. in regard to the sacred names is very peculiar and 
striking. There is great variety of forms, though some will be found to pre- 


dominate. Here even more than elsewhere all the rules of grammar appear 
to be set at defiance: any form is made to stand for any case.” 
Dr Sanday then collects from the ms. the various abbreviations, 
ViZ.: 
DS=DEUS. 


DI=DEUS, DEI, IHS. 
DE=IBS. 
DEI (thus, with the mark of abbreviation). 
DM=DEUM. 
DOM=DEI, DEUS (?), THS (2), DEO, DEUM, DOMINUS, DOMINI, DOMINO, 
DOMINUM, DOMINE. 
Also DOM, DOM’, DOM", DOM®. 
HI=HIESUS, HIESU, HIESUM. 
Also HI’, IH", HI", HI’, ΤΗΣ", 
HI°=HIESUS, HIESU, HIESUM. 
HIS = HIESUS. 


HS'= HIESUS. 
. HE=HIESUS. 
HS'= HIESUS. 


HS=HIESUS, HIESUM. 


An examination of this list will shew that the early forms 
of abbreviation were very comprehensive and that much confusion 
resulted; one way out of the confusion seems to have been 
to attach a small letter to the abbreviation by which the termi- 
nation could be indicated. 

The third way in which we are confirmed in our belief of the 
existence of early simple and comprehensive forms of abbreviation 
is that the earliest Mss. shew signs of textual depravation which 
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can hardly result from any other cause than this. For instance, 
it was common in the second century to read John i. 18 in the 
form 


MONOfENHC OC 


in place of the received text 


O MONOFENHC YC. 


It is conceivable that we have here a misunderstanding of a 
primitive abbreviation which stood for all cases alike, and in this 
particular instance represents the genetive case (μονογενὴς θεοῦ). 
The variant θεός is not explicable by the supposition of a mis- 
reading of yc, for it is extremely doubtful whether yioc was 
abbreviated at all in the earliest texts: and it may be suspected 
that yioc is merely an expansion derived from the Latin, wnigenitus 
filius Dei. 

Perhaps the instance which we have selected by way of illus- 
tration 1s an unfortunate one, in that the explanation may be 
challenged as falling under the condemnation of what Dr Hort 
calls “ verdicts of oracular instinct!”; but whether the illustration 
be a good one or a bad one, satisfactory or unsatisfactory, I think 
the point as to the nature of the early abbreviations of the text 
of the New Testament, and the misunderstandings to which they 
were liable, can be considered as established by the various 
instances to which we can draw attention. 

In the Codex Bezae there are numerous various readings which 
have arisen from the confusion of the conventional abbreviations 
inter se. Whatever may have been the primitive abbreviations 
for the Latin dews and dominus, it is demonstrable that they were 
frequently in confusion. We may prove this by some selected 
cases. 

In Acts xii. 5 we have 


adnuntiabant verbum di (του κυ). 


Here the Latin text is certainly right, for there is no variation 
worth mentioning in the critical apparatus; but the accommodated 
Greek text has read the Latin as domini. 


! Two Dissertations, Ὁ. Vii. 
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Turn next to Acts xiii. 43: where we have the opposite form 

to the preceding ; and where the gloss 
transire uerbum dni 

is the equivalent of 
διελθεῖν τὸν λόγον τοῦ θεοῦ. 
Without venturing to say which of these is the correct reading, 
we may remark their present divergence, and suspect that it 
is due to the misreading of a sign of abbreviation. 

Next turn to Acts xi. 46, where we have 


loqui verbum dni (rod θυ), 


in which we see the same confusion: here the Greek is certainly 
right, and domni is a false correction of an abbreviated dev. 
In Acts xvi. 34 we have 
credens in dno 
as the rendering of 
πεπιστευκὼς ἐπὶ τὸν θεὸν. 


It is almost certain that θεὸς and ποὺ κύριος is the right word 


in this passage; may we not then say that dno is a misreading of 
the abbreviation for deo? Sometimes we may find the two Latin 
forms confused in almost adjacent passages: in John xx. 13 we 
have quia tulerunt dom, where the equivalent is certainly κύριον, 
but in xx. 17 et dom meum et dom uestrum, where the abbreviation 
no less certainly stands for θεόν. 

Perhaps these instances will suffice (that we be not further 
tedious) to shew how the Western text has been affected by the 
transcriptional confusion of its primitive abbreviations. 

Can we be wrong in saying further that in any case of variation 
between the parallel forms of θεὸς and κύριος, the authority of 
Western texts is the minimum? I know that here we are on 
difficult ground, and that the reader is already thinking of a 
famous disputed text, but I do not hesitate to say that I propose 
to read ἐκκλησίαν τοῦ θεοῦ in Acts xx. 28, regarding the adverse 
evidence of D, E, Irenaeus, and the general Western company as 
of very small weight upon the opposite side of the question. And 
this statement is not made in consequence of any special prejudice 
in favour of the combination of the two oldest uncials (NB), with 
which the received text happens at this point to agree. 


CHAPTER ΧΧΥ. 


ON DOUBLE TRANSLATIONS OF THE GREEK TEXT IN THE OLD 
LATIN AND OLD SYRIAC VERSIONS. 


WE will first make a table of some of the most remarkable 
of these double translations in the four Gospels. 


Matt. 
Matt. 
Matt. 
Matt. 
Matt. 
Matt. 


i. 8 
vill. 5 
xiv. 32 
xv. 23 
rate, 99 
xxv, 34 


Mark iii. 5 
Mark v. 13 
Mark x. 26 
Mark x. 51 
Mark xiv. 38 
Luke i. 17 
Luke ii. 48 


Luke iv. 20 
Luke v. 8 
Luke viii. 8 
Luke ix. 61 
Luke x. 39 
Luke xii. 13 
Luke xv. 4 
Luke xvi. 2 
Luke xvi. 24 
Luke xviii. 5 


Luke xxiii. 28 


John xi. 39 
John xvii. 23 
John xxi. 7 
John xx. 16 


venite renuntiate 
rogavit...et obsecravit 
cessavit et quievit 
sequitur et clamat 
stupebant et timuerunt 
hereditate possidete 

ira indignationis 
impetum fecerunt et ceciderunt 
admirabantur...timidi 
domine rabbi 

alacer et promptus 
perfectam consummatam 
dolentes et tristes 


abiit ac sedit 

rogo exi 

bonam et uberam 
ire renuntiare 

venit et sedit 
terram et hereditatem 
vadit et quaerit 

veni redde 

in ustione ignis 
vado et devindico 
plangere et lugere 
accedite et auferte 
perfecti consummati 
misit se et salibit 
domine magister 


Tatian (arab) syr™ 
syr™" 

Tatian (arm) [cf. a ὃ α] 
Tatian (arm) syr™ ὃ 
abldfjce f? g? syr 
d 


d 

b e Tatian (arab) Peshito 

Tatian (arab) 

D ab ff? ¢ Tatian (arab) 

Tatian (arab) (arm) 

[οἵ ἃ a δ] 

ade ff? Plqsyr™ Tatian 
(arm) 

Tatian (arab) 

cde f Tatian (arab) Peshito 

acdesyr™ Tatian (arm) 

α ΟἹ syr™ Iren™ 

Tatian (arab) syr™ 

syr™" 

ade f syr™ Tatian (arab) 

syr™ 

d 

d 

[6] 

Tatian (arm) 

d 

d 

d 
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Now a survey of these peculiar renderings will shew that 
there is a good deal of internal connection between pairs of them, 
which cannot be explained away by any theory of assimilation or 
cross-references. For let us examine some of them closely: the first 
reference (Matt. 1. 8) shews that Tatian and the Curetonian text 
agree in the formula venite renuntiate as a translation of amay- 
γείλατε. But that it is not merely the trick of the first Syriac 
translator may be seen from the somewhat similar case where, in 
Luke ix. 61, we find ire renuntiare as a rendering of ἀποτάξασθαι 
in the Old Latin, the Old Syriac and in the translation of 
Irenaeus. It seems then that the reading of the Curetonian 
Syriac (Was <hr) is arrived at by means of a Latin 
rendering which had translated ἀποτάξασθαι by renuntiare in- 
stead of abrenuntiare, and added the expansion ‘te. 

Take the next case in the list: we find that the Curetonian 
Syriac in Matt. vii. 5 has rendered the verb παρακαλῶ by rogo et 
obsecro. How thoroughly conventional this is in Latin may be 
seen not only from Latin inscriptions, but from the text of the 
Old Latin Gospels. The Bezan text has frequent expansions by 
means of such a translation, which give rise to subsequent additions 
in the Greek, or to subtractions in the Latin, and not always to 
subtractions of the superfluous word, but sometimes some other 
word in the sentence. The object in such cases is to make the 
Greek and Latim as nearly as possible equal in the number of 
words. 

For example, in Acts xxi. 39 δέομαί cov is rendered by rogo 
obsecro: and our list of selected double readings shews us ἔξελθε 
rendered by rogo eat (Luke v. 8) both in the Bezan text and in 
the Arabic Tatian. 

In the next passage, Matt. xiv. 32, which is from the Armenian 
Tatian, ἐκόπασεν has been rendered by two almost synonymous 
words: this of itself is suspicious, for it looks like a case of African 
pleonasm ; and the suspicion thus awakened is confirmed by noticing 
that the Codex Vercellensis, the Codex Veronensis, and others have 
cessavit, but the Codex Bezae has quievit. 

The passage Matt. xv. 23 shews a similar expansion in the 
Curetonian text, the Armenian Tatian and in the Codex Vero- 
nensis. The errors can hardly be independent, and, if that be 
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admitted, then either the Curetonian text has been drawn from 
a Western copy, or one of the great Western copies has been 
touched up by a Syriac hand. 

In Matt. xix. 25 we find the translators in a perplexity over 
the rendering of ἐξεπλήσσοντο. The Bezan translation is certainly 
peculiar, consisting of an imperfect tense followed by a perfect : 
Codd. a, b read mirabantur et timebant valde ; Cod. f mirabantur 
valde, as if by the erasure of one word from the combination in 
a,b. We may be sure, then, that there was a primitive double 
rendering in the Latin. 

On turning to Acts xiii. 12, we find a double rendering of 
ἐκπλησσόμενος by miratus est stwpens, which is similar in character 
to the passage in Matthew, and has given rise to a reactionary 
error in the Greek text. So that we are confirmed in believing 
the error to be truly Western and Latin. But it appears in the 
Curetonian text; and not only so, but, on looking at the Tatian 
Arabic in Mark x. 26 (admirabantur timid), we can see traces 
and signs of a similar error. In Mark vi. 52 we find ἐξίσταντο 
translated in a similar manner by stupebant et mirabantur, and 
καὶ ἐθαύμαζον added to the Greek. Is it not the simplest solution 
to carry all these errors back to a primitive Graeco-Latin text ? 

Matt. xxv. 34 shews the traces of a primitive Latin pleonastic 
rendering of κληρονομήσατε: we should be suspicious at once of 
such a rendering as that in Codex Bezae (hereditate possidete): 
it must be either a conflation, or a primitive African pleonasm : 
that it is the latter is seen from the fact that in Acts vi. 5 the 
Bezan text gives us 


possessionem heredetatis 


as a rendering of κληρονομίαν. We could hardly find a better 
example of the usage of the early African writers. Codd. ab 
remove the superfluous ‘ hereditate’ in Matthew. But the Cure- 
tonian Syriac in Luke xi. 14 shews signs of having had two 
words in its primitive text, for it reads ‘‘terram et hereditatem,” 
where ‘terram’ seems to stand for ‘ possessionem.’ We suspect 
then again that the Curetonian pleonastic renderings are not all 
of them original. 

In Mark ν. 13 the Arabic Tatian has et cucurrit grex ad ver- 
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ticem et praecipitatus est in mare, which seems to represent the 
same Syriac as in the Peshito (cucurrit et cecidit), the Cureto- 
nian text being wanting. But this translation by means of a 
double verb is in Cod. ὁ, fecerunt impetulm] tre...et ceciderunt, 
and in Cod. e, ierunt cum impetu...et ceciderunt. The Syriac text 
seems to rest again on a Western bilingual. 

Mark x. 51 shews a double translation of pa@Bovvi by domine 
rabbi. This reading has coloured some of the oldest of the 
Western texts: so that it is hardly to be described as a conflation. 
For we find, on referring to John xx. 16 in the Codex Bezae, that 
the same word is expounded to mean domine magister (“illa 
dicit e1 ebraice rabboni quod dicitur domine magister”). We may 
be sure, then, that the primitive Latin version had rendered the 
word pleonastically?. 

What are we to say, then, when we find that the Tatian text 
has given us in the Arabic just such a double rendering? For in 
Mark x. 51 we find | 


Domine mi, et praeceptor, &c. 


The primitive rendering of κατεσκευασμένον in Luke i. 17 was 
pleonastic, as we may see by comparing the parallel texts. For, 
though the text of D says 

praeparare domino plebem consummatam, 
Cod. a prefers to read perfectuwm, and b perfectam; we suspect 
then a primitive rendering 
: perfectam consummatam, 
which would be decidedly African in character. 

And*our list of double readings shews us that at John xvi. 23 

we have a very similar case, where the line 


ἵνὰ WCIN TETEAIWMENO! 
is rendered by the Bezan text 
VI SINT PERFECTI CONSVMMATI. 
Here we have no Syrian confirmation as far as I know, nor is 


it necessary that all of such compound readings should pass into 
the Syriac. What we notice is that the Old Latin texts originate 


1 In the passage in John we have a, ‘domine’; 6, ‘magister et domine’; /f?, 
‘magister, domine’; and of course, in the Greek of D, κύριε διδάσκαλε. 


Cc. B. 17 
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such readings freely, and in some cases pass them on to other 
versions, either directly or by means of a Greek text that has been 
doctored from its translation. 

How wide this influence is may be seen from the gloss in Luke 
u. 48, the effects of which are felt in almost all Old Latin texts, as 
well as in the Curetonian text and in Tatian. There is no reason 
to believe that this variant has any Greek support, except by 
accidental reflection from the Latin; and it will be difficult to 
maintain that it is not a genuine Latin one, although we see that 
all the Syriac texts have been influenced by it. 

So in Luke xv. 4, where the vulgar Latin origin of the gloss is 
almost evident from the language (with which we may compare 
the vado et devindico τὰ Luke xvui. 5). Yet here also we have the 
two Old Syriac versions in line. 

We conclude, then, that some of the double renderings which 
we observe in the old so-called Western texts are Latinisms; and 
that the Syriac versions owe them to Western bilingual influence ; 
and since we observe the same phenomenon in this group of 
readings which has been so often detected elsewhere, viz. the 
signs of an internal nevus between the Curetonian text and the 
Tatian Harmony, we are again brought to suspect that both these 
texts are to be traced ultimately to a Western bilingual origin ; 
and that they are not independent one of the other. 


CHAPTER XXVI. 
SOME PECULIAR FORMS AND SPELLINGS IN THE CoDEX BEZAE. 


i. Ona curious African form of the verb ‘habeo.’ 

Every one who has worked at all at the study of the textual 
authority of the various versions of the New Testament will know 
how labyrinthine is the question of the tenses that are used, and 
how difficult it is to determine in each case the Greek tense which 
stood in the translator’s copy. 

Not only is the question affected by the Semitic instincts of 
the first composers who write Hebrew constructions in Greek, 
which they leave to later hands to emend and reform; but, as we 
have shewn abundantly in previous investigations, the fact that 
the tenses in Greek are not parallel to those in Latin has produced 
reactions upon the Greek text which are of the nature of the most 
deep-seated of textual errors. 

But this is not all: the primitive Latin translation was not 
made into the classical tongue but into the tongue of the people, 
and this tongue is almost a different language to the polite Latin 
which scholars study. The vulgar not only used different words, 
but they used the same words differently as far as force and 
meaning are concerned. Their verbs, for instance, were far gone 
in the process of decline from full inflection; and, in particular, 
the future tense had become so like to the present tense in many 
verbs, partly by the disappearance of the futures in -bo, partly by 
the thinning of the characteristic vowels, that the auxiliary future, 
in its pre-Romance form, had already been called into service 
when the first Latin rendering of the New Testament was made. 
It becomes very important to collect and classify all the colloquial 
forms which we can find in our Old Latin texts, and to use them 


17—2 
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both for the advancement of philological study, and for the inter- 
pretation of the texts in which they occur. 

In working through the .Bezan text, which is the best monu- 
ment that we have of the Old Latin Gospels, I was struck with 
the recurrence of a peculiar form of the verb habeo. When, for 
example, one found in Matt. v. 46 


quam mercedem habebetis, 


the first thought was that it was a simple palaeographical error 
of a dittographed syllable, so that habetis had been made into 
something very like a future tense, and, as was to be expected, 
the Greek had been corrected to match the supposed future 
from ἔχετε to ἕξετε. But as one read through the codex, the 
error repeated itself so often and so variously that the theory of 
palaeographical cause broke down under the strain; and although 
it was perfectly true that the revismg hand in the Greek had 
made the same assumption, viz. that habebo was a future tense, 
the second thought came that, perhaps, after all, it was not a 
future but an African form of the present. Let us then look at 
some of the cases where the doubtful word occurs. 
In Matt. vi. 2 we have again 


mercedem non habebitis, 
and here the Greek has not been tampered with; it shews 
μισθὸν οὐκ ἔχετε. 
Next turn to John vi. 53 
non habebitis in uobis uitam, 


where the Greek is ἔχετε. 
In John xvi. 22 


nune quidem tristitiam habebitis, 


the Greek should be ἔχετε, but has been corrected under the 
influence of the Latin to ἕξετε. 
In Acts xviii. 18 we have 


habebebat enim orationem, 


and I think these five instances will shew, and especially the last, 
that we are not dealing with a palaeographical blunder, but with 
an actual verb form. 
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Now if this be the case, we must look for further traces of the 
form, on the hypothesis that in many cases it has been corrected 
away. Are there any such signs that the eccentric form once 
stood more regularly than it now does in the Old Latin tradition 
of the New Testament text? Let us examine the Codex Bezae 
on the point. 

In Luke xv. 4 the text is 


TIC ANO@pwITOC EZ YMWN OC EZEI 
QVIS EX VOBIS HOMO QVI HABET. 


Here the true text is not ὃς ἕξει but ἔχων, and it is clear that 
the Greek is derived from the Latin; we suspect then that there 
originally stood habebit on the Latin side. 

In John xiv. 30 the Latin text is 

iam non multa 
loquar uobiscum uenit enim huius 
mundi princeps et in me non habet 
nihil [inuenire]. 

The text of this passage has undergone some peculiar changes : 
and the attestation of the variants is conflicting: but we can see 
that correctors have been at work to change the present tenses 
into futures (veniet, habebit): for amongst the Old Latins fg 
we find ventet; and the Arabic Tatian has both veniet and 
habebit. We suspect then that the trouble began with a reading 
habebit in the Vulgar Latin: and that at a very early period this 
doubtful word was read as a future. 

1. On the primitive translation of the word ‘disciple’ in the 
Old Latin. 

The first translation which was made of the Gospels and Acts 
did not render the word μαθητής by the Latin discipulus but by 
the participle discens. This has been pointed out by Dr Sanday 
in his study of the Old Latin Codex &. He says}, “at the back of 
ἰδ is an older form of the Version still: a form not much dissimilar 
from k, but with some features of greater antiquity ; a form which 
had systematically discentes for discipult ; felrx for beatus, etc.” 

The same thing might have been suspected from the instances 
of the use of the word given in Rénsch, tala und Vulgata, p. 107. 


1 Old Latin Biblical Texts, 11. p. xe. 
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For Rénsch quotes instances of its use not only from the Codex 
Bezae, but from Codd. b c; and from Irenaeus and Tertullian. 

I have a few words to say concerning this form, because it is 
one of the many little details which so constantly turn up in 
attestation of the theory of derivation of all Latin copies from a 
single primitive rendering. 

Suppose, for example, we are comparing Codices ὦ and e in the 
Acts: we soon find that there is a common root to the two manu- 
scripts; and that much of the earlier common type that underlies 
the two texts can be recovered. Τὺ is interesting to see that the 
scribe of E also found the form discens in his manuscript, and in 
Acts vi. 5 we catch him altering the Greek to μανθανόντων, 
because he did not realize that discens could be a proper rendering 
of μαθητῆς. 

The same form is also found in Cod. e of the Gospels, as may 
be seen from Luke xvi. 8 “dixit autem ad discentes suos.” 

We will now shew that it must have been in the ancestry of a 
number of other Old Latin Codices of the Gospels, besides b cd ek 
to which we have referred above. 

Suppose we turn to Luke xix. 37, which in the Bezan text 
᾿ stands : 
ad discensum montis oliuarum 


coepit omnis multitudo discipulorum 
gaudentes laudare deum ete. 


For ‘discipulorum’ there stood originally ‘discentium’; but 
this, under the influence of the words in the previous line ‘ad 
discensum,’ was easily changed into ‘descendentium,’ so that it 
read “the whole multitude of those going down the mountain 
began to praise God, ete.” Accordingly f σ᾽ still read ‘discentium,’ 
not having fallen into the error: the codex yg’ reads ‘descenden- 
tium, so does the Amiatinus: the codex Fuldensis ‘discenden- 
tium, etc. There is, therefore, no doubt about the original reading, 
nor about the genesis of the error. But, as often happens, when 
a text has been corrupted in some respect, the short and drastic 
method of dealing with the difficulty is to leave the corrupted 
word or sentence out, so we find in the present case that the Mss. 
αοὐΐ have omitted the word; and this is tantamount to a proof 
that they also at some time read ‘discendentium, and therefore 
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had ‘discentes’ in their ancestry. We knew this already of Cod. c: 
our list now includes abcdefgg?ikl. Nor is this all, for we 
find the Curetonian Syriac in the same company, for the omission 
of the word: and we have one more suggestion of the Latin 
or Graeco-Latin text that lies behind this venerable translation. 

ii. Ona curious phonetic change in the dialect of the translator 
of the Old Latin Version. 

In the text of the Codex Bezae there are some signs of an 
interchange between the m and p sounds, which seems to be in- 
capable of any explanation except a phonetic one. 

For example, in Acts xii, 34 we have 


suscitauit eum a portuis, 


as if the last word were almost equivalent in sound to ‘ mortuis.’ 
In Luke xiv. 1 we have the reverse error, 


manducare manem 


for ‘panem’: the equivalence of the sounds being seen from the 
fact that the errors take place in either direction, m for p or p 
for m. 

Now, that this confusion is not due to a later hand working 
on the Bezan tradition, but to the first hand, may be seen as follows. 
In John vi. 49 the translator had to render οἱ πατέρες ὑμῶν ἔφαγον 
TO μάννα ἐν TH ἐρήμῳ: and just as in the passage in Luke he 
wrote ‘panem’ as ‘manem,’ so here he confounded ‘mannam’ with 
‘“panem’ and gave the latter word. Hence we find in the Bezan 
text 

patres uestri manducauerunt panem 
in deserto. 


~ 


From this the Greek text is then doctored, so as to bring in 
τὸν ἄρτον to match ‘panem’: and finally ‘mannam’ gets inserted, 
probably by a later hand, at the end of the sentence after ‘deserto.’ 

Now, the antiquity of the error can be seen by the fact that 
‘panem’ has been added in the four Latin texts a ᾧ ἃ 6. But 
further than this, it turns up in the Curetonian text, where it has 
displaced τὸ μάννα, which had not been restored in the text from 
which the materials of the Curetonian text were derived. If this 
_ explanation be correct, we have a decisive instance of the existence 
. of Latin readings in the Curetonian text. 
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It would be rash to identify on such narrow data the nationality 
of the translator. But we may point out that, at all events, the 
circumstances are not adverse to the theory of a Carthaginian 
hand. For if the two sounds approximated, it must have been 
by the means of an agreement with the sound of the letter ὁ. 
That the Punic speech, like the modern Arabic, tended to replace 
the p sound by ὦ is seen from two inscriptions from Leptis, cited 
by Schroder?, where medicus is equated to $27, which is clearly 
the Hebrew N57. And the occurrence of an element of the ὦ 
sound along with m* may be seen from the cases cited by Schroder 
from the Poenulus of Plautus where 


combal = ΩΝ 5 
alonimb= δὴ Ν 


5116. mbalim= ΕΝ δ 
mucomp= ΟΡ. 


It is quite possible, then, that the confusion which we have 
noted as surviving in the Bezan text between m and p is a trace 
of the Punic dialect. For in two of the instances quoted the 
betacized m is a final letter, so that the case is quite different 
from the inserted sound which we find in such a word, say, as 
Lampsacus, where the change in the consonant is due to the 
following sibilant. ; 

We leave it, therefore, as a point to be enquired into further, 
whether the Vulgar Latin of North Africa did not betacize the 
m-sound*, If it did, we have something like the same phonetic 
phenomenon surviving in the Codex Bezae. 

iv. Ona confusion between est and venit in the primitive form 
of the Old Latin New Testament. 

A study of the various Old Latin texts will bring to light a 


1 Die Phinizische Sprache, Ὁ. 118. 

* Cf. the phonetic changes by which Cod. ὃ made medianum into pede plano. 
Remark also pedimus for pedibus in Acta Perpetuae, c. xi. (Cod. Casinensis), 

3 We may compare an error in the first chapter of Matthew (i. 5) in Cod. k, which 
is held to contain an African text: here Rachab is written Pacham: the confusion 
between R and P is due to the bilingualism of the scribe: the error in the last letter 
is phonetic. The same thing occurs in Cod. Bezae in Matt. i. 18, where we have 
eliecib and heliacib for eliakim. 
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number of cases in which there is a very decided confusion between 
the verb ‘to be’ and the verb ‘to come. For instance, in Matt. 
xxv. 6 the S. Germain Codex (σ᾽) reads ἢ 


ecce sponsus est uenit, 


where Wordsworth remarks “there is a two-fold rendering repre- 
senting a variation in the Greek text.” That is, we have a conflation 
of translations of two different Greek words, according to the editor 
of the Codex. The Greek, however, seems not to have any verb; 
and, if there were no other cases besides this one, we should probably 
be justified in regarding it as a case where the literal translation 


ecce sponsus 


which we find in Cod. Bezae had been filled up by two different 
expansions, one of which may find its motive in the following 
ἐξέρχεσθε of the text: e.g. Cod. ὃ has venit, and Cod. Sangallensis 
has venit (ἔρχεται); while the other form ecce sponsus est may still 
be lurking in the Old Latin versions; its existence is, however, 
sufficiently proved from the S. Germain text. 

But there are other similar instances; in Luke xxi. 27 we 
have 


ego autem 
sum in medio uestrum ueni etc. 


where again we notice the double rendering; and here it seems as 
if the verb εἰμί really belongs to the text. If so it is curious that 
it should have a double rendering. Was the word εἰμί originally 
absent from the text? If not, how did it get changed into vend ? 
The whole passage is in great confusion in the Bezan text. 

In Acts xxi. 27 we have the Latin 


qui ab Asia erant Iudaei uenerant, 
which probably represents an original text 
of ἀπὸ τῆς ᾿Ασίας ᾿Ιουδαῖοι, 
though it has been altered in the Bezan text to 
οἱ δὲ alo] τῆς ᾿Ασίας ᾿Ιουδαῖοι ἐληλυθότες, 
so as to represent the Latin more closely. 


This case, then, seems to be like the first, where the missing 
verb had been filled up by erant and venerant in two renderings, 
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and the results combined. But the recurrence of the double form 
in the Bezan Latin makes us suspicious that something primitive 
is lurking here. Is it possible that we are dealing with a feature 
of the African Latin in such expressions as est venit, swum vent, erant 
venerant ? 

Something of a similar character comes to light when we turn 
to Cod. k in Mark xiii. 33, 


nescitis enim quando tempus ueniet, 


where d reads sit. Cod. a does not shew any verb, being thus in 
more close harmony with the Greek: but Codd. d k are closely 
related to one another and to the primitive Latin version: how 
are we then to explain the concurrence of sit and venet ? 

In Luke vii. 12 the Codex Bezae gives 


et multus populus 
ciuitatis cum ea erat, 


and the Greek has taken on the form συνεληλύθει αὐτῇ as if to 
answer to a Latin venerat or convenerat. 

But it seems clear that the Greek text is ἦν, which we find in 
SBCE and other Mss.: and in fact we have erat in the Latin of D. 
_ What are we to say to this? If there are two independent alter- 
native translations of the Greek ἦν, viz. erat and venerat, how does 
it come to pass that traces of both of them are in the Codex 
Bezae, one of them in the Latin and the other by reflection in 
the Greek? Does it not look as if there had been a primitive 
rendering erat venerat ? 

In John xiii. 1 we have again a suspicious variation. Cod. 
Bezae reads in the Latin 


quia uenerat eius hora, 


and Codd. a b have uenit for wenerat. 

The Greek texts divide over ἤλθεν and ἐλήλυθεν, but the 
Greek text of Cod. Bezae offers us a reading παρῆν, which is 
its own invention and therefore probably comes from its Latin. 
The word is a very good representation of the meaning, but it 
is suspicious that an attempt should have been made to intro- 
duce a verb which was a compound of εἰμί, 
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Now turn to Acts xvii. 6 
OTI Ol THN OIKOYMENHN ANACTATWCANTEC 
OYTO! EICIN Kal ENOAAE TTAPEICIN 


QVIA QVI ORBEM TERRAE INQVITAVERVNT 
HI SVNT ET HOC VENERVNT. 


The word εἰσίν in the Greek is, of course, intrusive and comes 
from the Latin; and then the question arises as to the insertion 
of sunt. We may, perhaps, say that it was because the translator 
misunderstood the force of the strong καὶ in the Greek, and there- 
fore supposed a verb to be required with fi. The explanation 
may be sufficient, but it is curious that we have the collocation of 
the same two verbs as before. Is it not conceivable that the 


sentence 
hi sunt et huc uenerunt, 


may, after all, be good African Latin for ‘are come hither also, 
and not need any correction or apology ? 

If this explanation be correct, we can see the motive for the 
textual variation in six at least out of the seven cases mentioned 
above. We suggest, therefore, that the African Latin had a usage, 
not unlike that of the Syriac, of combining a verb with the auxiliary 
in the same tense with itself. 

If this could be established, it would be natural to refer to 
such a form of speech for the origin of the French and Italian 
use of the auxiliary swm with venio, as in je suis venw etc., which 
form is, I believe, generally explained by Romance philologers by 
a reference to the Latin ventwin est. 


δ 


CHAPTER XXVII. 


CONCLUDING REMARKS ON THE GLOSSES IN LUKE. 


WE may now fairly claim to have proved our theory of Latin- 
ization as regards the Western text of the New Testament; for 
the Greek text of Codex Bezae has been shewn to involve a series 
of re-translations from the Latin, and many of the added glosses 
are due to second century hands, which tampered with the text 
in the interests of elucidation and edification. 

Of the books of the New Testament which have undergone 
revision in this way, the two which have suffered the most are the 
Gospel of Luke and the Acts: in the Gospel the later chapters 
have suffered most from the interpolator and the commentator. 

In reference to the Acts we have already given the solution 
with sufficient detail, and there are not many interpolations or 
readings left unexplained. But with the Gospel the problem is 
more obscure; and the resolution of the difficulties is, as we 
intimated in a previous chapter, a harder piece of critical work. 
We shall however conclude our discussion by examining a single 
page of the Gospel of Luke in Codex Bezae, a page which is as 
full of errors and corruptions as any in the whole of the Gospel. 

Turn, then, to fol. 2796 and fol. 280 α of the Ms., which give 
respectively the Greek and Latin which stand on the 257th page 
of Scrivener’s edition, and contain the text of Luke from ec. xxii. 
v. 84 to υ. 45. The text of this page, judged by any imagined 
standard, is in great confusion. But taking our Ariadne’s thread, 
the proved Latinization of notable passages in the Western text, 
we see at once how to remove a number of errors. 

For example, in v. 35 θεωρῶν was rendered somewhat thinly by 
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the Latin widens: so the reviser corrected the Greek back to ὁρῶν, 
which was the exact equivalent of the Latin. Hence we have 


KAl EICTHKE! O AAOC OPWN 
ET STABAT POPVLVS VIDENS. 


Again in v. 36: the translator rendered the aorist ἐνέπαιξαν by 
the Latin imperfect deludebant, and the reviser who harmonized 
the text and the translation gives us accordingly an imperfect in 
the Greek, 

ENETTEZON AE AYTW KAI O1 CTPATIWTAI 
DELVDEBANT AVTEM EVM ET MILITES. 


In v. 38 the abrupt Greek ὁ βασιλεὺς τῶν ᾿Ιουδαίων οὗτος was 
rendered rex iudaeorum hic est: and the added verb of the Latin 
was restored on the Greek side. 

When the translator has varied the order in a construction 
made up out of a participle and verb, as he often does, and 
naturally enough, the reviser accommodates the Greek to the 
rendering: so we find in v. 34 


διαμεριζόμενοι δὲ τὰ ἱμάτια αὐτοῦ ἔβαλον κλήρους 
is rendered by 
partiebantur autem uestimenta eius mittentes sortem, 
and the Greek finally becomes 


διεμερίζοντο... βαλόντες (1 βάλλοντες). 
So in v. 40 


ἐπιτιμῶν... «ἔφη becomes tnerepabat...dicens, 


and the final Greek is 


2 , ,ὔ 
ἐπετίμα... «λέγων. 


These instances will shew that the same general influences are 
at work on the text at this point as we have detected elsewhere. 
Now let us turn to errors of a more pronounced kind: wv. 48, 44 
read in our text as follows: 


ἡ KAl CTPAEIC 
TTPOC TON KN EITTEN AYTW MNHCOHTI MOY 
ΕΝ TH HMEPA THC EAEYCEWC COY 


ΔΊΤΟΚΡΙΘΕΙΟ AE O IC EITTEN AYTW TW ETTAHCONTI 
Oapcel CHMEPON MET EMOY ECH 
EN TW TIAPAAEICW 
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ET CONVERSVS 
AD DOM DIXIT ILLI MEMENTO ME 
IN DIE ADVENTVS TVI 


RESPONDENS AVTEM IHS DIXIT QVI OBIVRGABAT EV 
ANIMEQVIOR ESTO HODIE MECVM ERIS 
IN PARADISO. 


The first thing we notice is that the peculiar στραφεὶς has no 
attestation whatever except in one of the recensions of the Acta 
Pilati (B, c. x.), which gives the singular paraphrase 


4 A A A ἘΠ ΄“ λέ > cat ’ a Xr , , 
καὶ στραφεὶς πρὸς τὸν ᾿Ιησοῦν λέγει αὐτῷ" κύριε, ὅταν βασιλεύσῃς, μή μου 
ἐπιλάθου. 


Now let us look αὖ the perplexing addition 
TW E€ETTAHCONTI. 
The Latin rendering shews that this stands for 
TW €TTITTAHCCONTI, 


and that as it stands it means ‘the one who rebuked him,’ i.e. 
the robber who rebuked the other robber. Now if we look closely 
at our text we shall see that this gloss has got into the text at the 
wrong spot: for there is no difficulty at this place in knowing 
which robber is in question; and we are inclined to believe that a 
displacement has occurred and that the original gloss was 


ille qui obiurgabat eum, 


and was meant to stand two lines higher up: but only the dle got 
into the text at this place where it was promptly changed into ali 
and a corresponding αὐτῷ was added in the Greek. We see then 
that qui obvurgabat ewm was not meant for a dative as the Greek 
has taken it, and the gloss must have arisen on the Latin side. We 
see this, further, from the fact that obiwrgabat is evidently the 
equivalent for the ἐπετίμα of v. 40, so that if the Greek had been 
the first form we should have had ἐπιτιμήσαντι and not ἐπι- 
πλήσσοντι. It follows, then, that obiwrgabat must have been the 
primitive Latin rendering in v. 40, and not imerepabat which the 
Codex Bezae now shews. This is verified by turning to the 
Codex Vercellensis which has actually preserved the obiwrgabat. 
So far, then, everything is clear: we are dealing with a misplaced 
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marginal Latin gloss which stood primitively in the margin as 
ille 
qui 
obiurgabat 
eum, 
and which finally broke into two, and got into two separate places 
in the text. 
Now let us turn to the Acta Pilati: and here we find that 
several of the chief authorities for the text in recension A read 
kal εἶπεν ὁ ἐπιτίμησας τὸν ἕτερον αὐτοῦ τῷ ᾿Ιησοῦ" μνήσθητί μου KTE. 
Here then we have the very same gloss occurring at the place 
where our analysis shewed that it was meant to stand in Codex 
Bezae. But if this be the case, there is certainly some connection 
between the two texts. Nor does it seem perfectly clear that the 
Acta Pilati took it from a Western bilingual, for, as we see, the 
Latin gloss is in the Codex Bezae both wrongly inserted and 
wrongly translated. We should prefer to believe, if the position 
were tenable, that the gloss in the early Western text at this 
point is due to one. of the sources of the Acta Pilati; but the 
matter is very obscure. 
Now let us turn back to συ. 37, 
AEPONTEC * XAIPE O BaciA€YC TWN 10YAAIWN 


TIEPITEBENTEC AYTW KAI AKANOINON 
CTEPANON 


DICENTES HABE REX IVDAEORVM 
INPONENTES ILLI ET DE SPINIS 
CORONAM. 


Not a word of this is genuine, except the introductory λέγοντες ! 
Serivener’s remark upon this verse is as follows: “very much out 
of place, since the scene of this act of mockery, as assigned by the 
other three evangelists, is Pilate’s Praetorium.” No doubt it is 
very much out of place, but then there was a reason for it. The 
Acta Pilati do not refer to the scene in the soldiers’ hall, but place 
the Coronation with thorns at the time of the Crucifixion. Accord- 
ingly the text of Tischendorf’s first recension is as follows: 

. Ὁ. X. καὶ ἐξῆλθεν ὁ ᾿Ιησοῦς ἐκ τοῦ πραιτωρίου καὶ οἱ δύο κακοῦργοι σὺν αὐτῷ. 
καὶ ὅτε ἀπῆλθαν ἐπὶ τὸν τόπον, ἐξέδυσαν αὐτὸν τὰ ἱματία αὐτοῦ καὶ περιέξωσαν 
αὐτὸν λέντιον" καὶ στέφανον ἐξ ἀκανθῶν περιέθηκαν αὐτῷ περὶ τὴν κεφαλήν. 
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It will be seen that the Acta Pilati definitely assign the pro- 
ceedings on the part of the soldiers to the place and time of the 
Crucifixion, exactly as is done in the Bezan text. 

Our readers will see how interesting and how difficult the 
discrimination of the sources here becomes. We might, of course, 
simply affirm that the Acta Pilati had borrowed from a Western 
copy of the Gospels: but this hardly seems adequate, for what 
motive can we assign for such a displacement in the Western text 
of the Gospel, unless perhaps it be found in the fact that no 
mention was made in Luke of the Crowning? Moreover we find in 
the same error with the Codex Bezae two other important authori- 
ties, viz. Cod. c and the Curetonian Syriac, for Cod. ¢ reads 


aue rex iudaeorum salua temetipsum 
imposuerunt autem et de spinis coronam, 


and the Cureton text answers to 


χαῖρε: εἰ σὺ εἶ ὁ βασιλεὺς τῶν ᾿Ιουδαίων σῶσον σεαυτόν. καὶ περιέθηκαν ἐπὶ 
τὴν κεφαλὴν αὐτοῦ στέφανον ἐξ ἀκανθῶν. 

It is clear then that the Western error in question is very 
ancient: nor is it easy to see from what early document these 
primitive Western texts could have derived their accretion. The 
presumption is that the source is Latin, but this carries us only a 
little way. But perhaps we ought not to expect to solve all these 
problems at the first statement; and if we have been successful, as 
we hope we have, in removing in our earlier pages many difficulties 
from the textual criticism of the New Testament, we may reason- 
ably ask for longer time to discuss questions that resist resolution. 


Claudite iam riuos, pueri: sat prata biberunt. 
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